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Abstract

Link, Hope Johnson. Ph.D. The University of Memphis. May 2013. Re-engaging
in a cyclical model of self-regulated learning. Major Professor: Susan Magun-Jackson,
Ph.D.
A large body of theoretical work supports the use of Zimmerman’s three-phase
cyclical model of self-regulated learning (SRL). The current research questions look
beyond the individual phases (forethought, performance control, and reflection) and more
at the cyclical model of SRL in its entirety. The study uniquely used authentic learning
tasks in order to establish an assessment framework for investigating SRL re-engagement
and explored internal learner factors that may affect the re-engagement process. The
participants were defined as self-regulated reengagers when self-regulatory behaviors
(self-efficacy, mastery goal orientation, effort regulation, metacognition, and the outcome
causality of effort) were continuously utilized from one task to the next. The results of
this study indicated that Zimmerman’s model of SRL was considered an applicable
foundation for the SRL assessment framework for defining SRL re-engagement. Results
show that 100% of participants who were high self-regulators during each of the three
phases were self-regulated learners who reengaged in the learning process. These results
demonstrate the need for learners to continuously utilize SRL behaviors and pinpoints
temporal aspects in the acquisition of learning. The results also revealed the existence of
a positive relationship between the participants’ re-engagement and the participants’
perceived value for a specific academic task. The study denotes one factor that can
support or impede a learner’s proclivity for reengaging in the SRL process, thus altering
the acquisition of learning. In order to improve learning achievement, future research
must explore additional characteristics of SRL re-engagement.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
A large body of theoretical work supports the use of Zimmerman’s (1998, 2000)

three-phase cyclical model of self-regulated learning (SRL). The three phases are the
forethought phase, the performance-control phase, and the self-reflective phase
(Zimmerman, 2000). Each phase is organized into processes and sub-processes.
Zimmerman used the description of processes not only to organize the constructs of each
phase but also to refer to a method for learning that leads to an adaptive change. The
word process will be used throughout the current study to refer to the organized
constructs of each phase of Zimmerman’s SRL model. However, the current questions
look beyond the individual processes and more at Zimmerman’s (2000) cyclical model of
SRL in its entirety. For the purpose of this study, the term entirety refers to utilizing one
full SRL cycle as defined by Zimmerman’s model in order to identify a learner’s SRL
status during a specific learning task. The questions that are being examined in this study
uniquely use authentic learning tasks in order to establish an assessment framework for
investigating SRL reengagers and look to identify internal learner factors that may affect
the reengagement process.
The forethought phase sets the tone or approach for learning (Cleary &
Zimmerman, 2004). This phase involves processes, like task planning and goal setting,
needed for learning activities such as studying for an exam (Zimmerman & MartinezPons, 1988), and involves a variety of motivational beliefs such as self-efficacy, intrinsic
interest and learning goal orientation (Zimmerman, 1998, 2002). In this cyclical model,
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the plans made by the student in the forethought phase impact what strategies are
employed in the next phase, the performance-control phase.
The performance-control phase involves the implementation of a strategic plan
via engagement in active processes (rehearsal, organization, peer learning, and helpseeking) and the use of self-monitoring techniques such as attention focusing (effort
regulation) and self-questioning that requires metacognitive self-regulation (Cleary &
Zimmerman, 2004; Zimmerman, 2002). Based on strategies activated in the second
phase, various outcomes are experienced, which are in turn evaluated during the third
phase of the model, the self-reflective phase. In the self-reflective phase, the individual
evaluates the learning outcome and considers revisions that may be necessary for future
academic pursuits (Zimmerman, 2002). This phase includes two general processes of
self-judgments and self-reactions such as causal attributions and self-satisfaction (Cleary
& Zimmerman, 2004; Zimmerman, 2002). As noted, this model is cyclical as the
conclusions made in the self-reflective phase impact the reengagement of the subsequent
self-regulatory cycle’s forethought phase (Butler, 2002; Zimmerman, 1986; 1994).
For example, if a student believes he can be successful on a geometry exam and is
motivated to master the material (forethought phase), the student will be more likely to
engage in learning strategies that will result in mastery of relevant geometry materials
(performance-control phase) (Bandura, 1991; Liem, Lau, & Nie, 2008). Subsequently, the
student will be more likely to experience academic success from having engaged in SRL
(Zimmerman, 1998). Academic success, for the purpose of the current study, refers to an
increase in learning, which leads to an increase in outcome or grades. After experiencing
success, the student may make more positive causal attributions (self-reflective phase),
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which will in turn lead to bolstered self-efficacy in the next forethought phase (Weiner,
1994b). A learner who works through the three phases multiple times is reengaging in the
learning cycle. The more completed cycles the student experiences, the more selfregulated the student’s learning becomes (Zimmerman, 2002, 2008). However, the
question remains as to what internal factors such as perceived task size and expected
outcome impact the learner reengagement of these successful SRL cycles?
Perceived task size and outcome expectations are noted in literature as being
influencers or obstacles to learning. A learner’s perception of how large, difficult, or
valuable an academic task (eg., an exam) might either increase strategy use or decrease
effortful behavior (Pintrich & Schrauben, 1992). Also, how a student interprets an
academic outcome (e.g., grade on an exam) affects reflection on the learning cycle
(Tollefson, 2000). Though research (Lyke & Young, 2006; Perry, VandeKamp, Mercer,
& Nordby, 2002; Vollmer, 1986) shows that these factors are influential in learning, there
is not yet research exploring them as impacting the reengagement of SRL.
There is partial, empirical evidence that supports the validity of portions of
Zimmerman’s cyclical SRL model as some researchers have examined the relationship
among constructs across two-part segments of the model (e.g., Butler & Winne, 1995;
Pintrich, 1999; Zimmerman, 2008; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1988). For example,
Pintrich (1999) found a significant positive relationship between self-efficacy and task
value and the behavior of SRL strategy use, constructs from the forethought phase and
performance-control phase, respectively. Butler and Winne (1995) found that selfmonitoring and cognitive feedback was predictive of the evaluation of engagement and
achievement, constructs from the performance-control phase and the self-reflective
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phase, respectively. These constructs, self-efficacy, learning strategy use, and selfevaluation, are predictive of SRL but do not serve as an assessment framework for the
entire cycle of SRL as described in Zimmerman’s (2000) three-phase cyclical model of
SRL.
Little research has observed the full directional sequence of Zimmerman’s model
during a single specific learning activity followed by a similar learning activity
measuring the cyclical effect. To date, there is also a gap in the literature regarding an
attempt to quantitatively study Zimmerman’s three-phase model of SRL in its entirity
(Hadwin, Boutara, Knoetzke, & Thompson, 2004). Consequently, no one has been able to
characterize SRL reengagers nor the internal factors that might impact the rate of SRL
acquisition.
Researchers and theorists alike recommend that research focus on explicating the
relationship among the variables that comprise the three-phase cyclical model of SRL
(Bandura, 1991; Stefanoue & Salisbury-Glennon, 2002; Zimmerman, 1986; 1990;
Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986). The intent of this study, therefore, was twofold: to
examine the relationship between students’ self-perceptions, actual actions, and selfreflections of a specific learning activity during an authentic learning cycle, and in so
doing to look at what encourages students to reengage into the next cycle of SRL. This
study utilized Zimmerman’s (2000) three-phase cyclical model of SRL (see Figure 1) as a
model framework while measuring processes and constructs described as key aspects of
each phase —self-efficacy and achievement goal orientation (forethought phase), effort
regulation and metacognitive self-regulation (performance-control phase), and effortbased causal attributions for success (self-reflective phase) (Cleary & Zimmerman, 2004;
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Zimmerman, 2002). Together these constructs were examined to form an assessment
framework for reengagement of SRL cycles.

Forethought)Phase)
)
Task%Analysis%
Goal!Setting!
Strategic!Planning!
!
Self.Motivation%Beliefs%
Self0efficacy!
Outcome!Expectations!
Intrinsic!Interest/Value!
Learning!Goal!Orientation!

!
Self1Reflection)Phase)
)
Self.Judgment%
Self0evaluation!
Causal!Attribution!
!
Self.Reaction%
Self0satisfaction/Affect!
Adaptive/Defensive!

Performance1Control)
Phase)
)
Self.Control%
Imagery!
Self0instruction!
Attention!Focusing!
Task!Strategies!
!
Self.Observation%
Self0recording!
Self0experimentation!

Figure 1. Phases and Subprocesses of Self-Regulated Learning. Adapted from B.J.
Zimmerman and M. Campillo (2003), "Motivating Self-Regulated Problem Solvers." In
J. E. Davidson and Robert Sternberg (Eds.), The Nature of Problem Solving. New York:
Cambridge University Press. Copyright 2003 by Cambridge University Press.
Permissions by B. J. Zimmerman.
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Because a large body of research indicates that aspects of Zimmerman’s (2000)

model powerfully influence students’ learning (Schunk, Pintrich, & Meece, 2007) and
achievement (Zimmerman, Bandura, & Martinez-Pons, 1992), it is necessary to study the
model in its entirety. Further, exploring how each stage influences the next, specifically
the reengagement from self-reflection to forethought, would help educators better
understand how to facilitate student acquisition of self-regulatory skills. Therefore, the
purpose of this study was to examine the three-phase cyclical model of SRL in its
entirety, and to explore the influential factors of reengagement from one cycle to the next
using an assessment framework of SRL. The literature review provides a detailed
discussion of each variable as well as the rationale for utilizing multiple data collections
in order to define SRL reengagers and explore the factors that might impact
reengagement in the learning cycle.
Literature Review
Self-Regulated Learning
A major function of education is the development of life long learning skills
(Zimmerman, 2002, 2008). Among other things, the combination of psychological
processes that “promote the transfer of knowledge and skills to real-life situations and
make students more independent from their teachers in extending and updating their
knowledge base” (Boekaerts, 1996, p. 100) is called self-regulated learning (SRL). The
use of these psychological processes is critical to successful learning (Pressley, 2000;
Schunk et al., 2007; Zimmerman, 1994; 2002). Models of self-regulated learning are
distinctive from other learning models because they focus on studying and learning from
a student’s perspective (Zimmerman, 1998).
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Contemporary literature shares several analogous points about SRL. First, SRL

involves more than detailed knowledge about a skill or topic; a student must acquire selfawareness and self-motivation. Self-awareness refers to the learner’s understanding about
how he is doing throughout the learning cycle. Self-motivation is the learner’s volition
through the learning cycle and the learner’s reason pursuing the learning task. The learner
must also possess the behavior skills to put learning into action (Cleary & Zimmerman,
2000). Therefore, the second consistent inference about SRL is that SRL is not a single
skill that a person possesses or lacks but rather it is the self-selection of specific processes
to attain a goal. The learner is able to adapt and use different processes relative to the
specific task. The key processes are goal setting, adopting learning strategies, monitoring
behavior, restructuring the social and physical environment, time management, selfevaluating methods used, attributing causation to results, and adapting future methods
(Schunk & Zimmerman, 1994, 1998). Lastly, contemporary literature highlights the
importance of the self-motivation process described earlier. Research suggests selfmotivation is the most necessary characteristic for a self-regulated learner and depends on
several underlying beliefs: self-efficacy and intrinsic interest (McPherson & Zimmerman,
2002; Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1997; 1999). Self-efficacy is a person’s beliefs about his
or her ability to perform a task (Bandura, 1997). Intrinsic interest is the level of
importance a student places on a specific skill or task (Ames, 1984).
In addition to the three assumptions of self-regulated learners in contemporary
literature, there is a frequented list of characteristics describing high self-regulated
learners. Descriptive characteristics of high self-regulators are easy to recognize and
include being self-starters, persistent, confident, strategic, resourceful, and self-reactive to
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outcomes (Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1988). Research also looks at explanatory
characteristics, which are more subtle. For example, Bandura (1991) suggested that the
structure of SRL processes consists of psychological sub-functions. Zimmerman (1998)
expanded Bandura’s idea and proposed six psychological dimensions owned by selfregulated learners: academic motivation, learning methods and strategies, self-monitoring
of behavior, time management, structuring of environment, and help seeking.
In contrast to high self-regulators, low self-regulators are impulsive, have less
adaptive achievement goals, are less accurate in assessing their abilities, are less selfefficacious, and give up more easily (Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1988). Their
deficiencies in SRL exist because they may not have knowledge of effective SRL or
because they may believe their current way of learning is effective (Schunk, 1994). In
addition, students deficient in SRL may have set unattainable goals, faulty methods, or
have poor outcome beliefs (Schunk, 1994). However, if students have the ability to learn,
they can learn to engage in SRL (Schunk & Ertmer, 2000).
Each characteristic trait of SRL is trainable and can be facilitated by educators to
help students increase SRL acquisition (Butler, 1997, 1998; Hofer, Yu, & Pintrich, 1998;
Schunk, 1998), making them reengagers. Yet, few teachers effectively prepare students to
learn on their own (Zimmerman, Bonner, & Kovach, 1996). For example, the following
strategies can be used to teach or train a student to become more self-regulated in her
learning: provide choices regarding academic tasks and study partners; encourage goal
setting; teach explicit learning strategies; practice self-evaluation of students’ work or
estimate competence on new tasks; and discuss learning beliefs and attributions of ability
and effort (Zimmerman et al., 1996).
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Multiple theories of SRL have emerged from the literature but all share similar

features and characteristics (Zeidner, Boekarts, & Pintrich, 2000). A common
conceptualization of self-regulated students is that they are self-aware, they are
motivated, and they are active participants in learning (Zimmerman, 1986, 1989).
Operant, cognitive, and social-cognitive theories provide different perspectives for SRL.
The operant theory is a form of learning in which consequence of action is the
catalyst for change. Operant theories of SRL focus on the behavioral dimension. These
theoretical models depict actions such as setting behavioral goals to improve academic
achievement, observing behavior, recording behavior, and evaluating and tailoring
rewards (Kanfer, 1977; Mace, Belfiore, & Hutchinson, 2001). On the other hand, the
cognitive theory of learning focuses on how information is gathered from the
environment to how the human mind understands or interprets that information.
Cognitive theories of SRL call this information-processing and highlight the learner’s
metacognitive abilities, or her ability to be aware of how she understands information
(Corno & Mandinich, 1983; Winne, 2001; Winne & Hadwin, 1998). Social cognitive
theory is unique because learning is said to be dependent upon behavior but is persuaded
by the social and environmental context of the learning situation. Social cognitive
theories of SRL show an interrelationship among self-generated learning strategies,
beliefs, feelings, and environment (Bandura, 1986; Pintrich, 2000b; Schunk, 2001;
Zimmerman, 1989, 2001). In each phase of Zimmerman’s (1998, 2000) SRL model,
learners combine cognitive strategies and motivational beliefs that can be influenced by
environmental factors. Thus, the following section of the literature review will focus on
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the social cognitive perspective of SRL and most specifically the model utilized for the
current research.
Social Cognitive Perspective of Self-Regulated Learning
While other theories such as cognitive theory and behaviorism explain
psychological functioning based on unilateral models, social cognitive theory views
human behavior as more complex and dynamic. Within social cognitive theory, Bandura
(1978) proposed reciprocal determinism as a model to explain the complexities of human
behavior in which the bidirectional interaction of behavior, cognition, and environmental
influences are utilized to explain human behavior. This reciprocal model suggests that
people react to their environment, but also react to environmental stimuli that influence
peoples’ behavior by cognitive functions.
For example, a group of college students who enter a class session that has been
canceled by an announcement on the blackboard may choose to leave the classroom and
go back to their dorm room for additional sleep or socializing. For them, learning does
not occur because the change in the environment of the canceled class. However, some
students may choose to stay in the classroom to work on an end-of-the-term project.
Other students may observe the decision to stay and join the altered learning
environment. The students’ cognitive functions determine what part of the environment
will be observed, how it will be perceived, how it will be organized and stored for future
use, and what type of value it has for the individual and his or her behavior. An
individual can alter the cognitive functions, which affect an action (Bandura, 1974).
Actions, therefore, also come from self-produced influences (Bandura, 1978). The
environment influences behavior, but the environment is partly created by the
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individuals’ actions. Thus, in the social cognitive perspective, psychological functioning
is a continuous reciprocal model involving behavior, cognition, and environmental
influences (Bandura, 1974).
According to Bandura (1978) there are cognitive structures that provide
references such as perception, evaluation, and regulation of behavior. These are referred
to as the self-system, which influences human behavior. The students in the previous
example must assess the situation in order to determine various options in light of their
learning goals. In the social cognitive perspective, self-regulated learners alter behavior
via the self-system’s function of motivation (Bandura, 1976). Self-regulated change is
instituted to influence the behavior so the environment becomes a more rewarding place
for the individual (Bandura, 1978). The students who chose to stay are behaving in a
productive manner, which is more academically rewarding than returning to the dorm.
The biggest difference between the unilateral models (operant theory and
cognitive theory) and the reciprocal determinism model (social cognitive theory) lies
within the self-system or the ability to self-regulate (Bandura, 1978). The definition of
self-regulated learning (SRL) within the social cognitive perspective is “the process
whereby students activate and sustain cognitions, behaviors, and affects, which are
systematically oriented toward attainment of their goals (Schunk & Zimmerman, 1996, p.
309).” Within the social cognitive perspective (Zimmerman, 1995b), a number of selfregulatory processes have been identified: goal setting, self-observation, and selfevaluation (Cleary & Zimmerman, 2004). Self-regulated learners are proactive in
learning because they are aware of their strengths and weaknesses, guided by personally
set goals and strategies (Zimmerman, 2002). A large body of research shows students
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trained in self-regulatory processes during learning display high levels of motivation and
achievement (Schunk, 1996; Wood, Bandura, & Bailey, 1990) and thus several
dimensions and models of SRL have emerged.
However, while there is no uniform model of SRL or a definitive list of
characteristics that are required to be a self-regulated learner (Wolters, 2011), there is a
consensus to the central dimensions that must be incorporated into a viable SRL model.
Motivation is one of these dimensions. There are two perspectives of the role motivation
plays within SRL. One is a cause and effect approach, whereby motivation drives
processes of SRL (Wolters, 2004; Wolters, Yu, & Pintrich, 1996). This perspective is
incomplete because it views motivation as an external factor of SRL. The second
perspective highlights the inherent and essential nature of motivation concepts such as
self-efficacy, task value, interests, and expectancies within SRL. This integrated
perspective of motivation and SRL speaks to the dynamic and reciprocal nature of SRL
as indicated in the social cognitive literature (Zimmerman, 1989, 2002; Zimmerman &
Bandura, 1994; Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1997).
Several models (Boekaerts, 1996; Pintrich, 2000b; Winne & Hadwin, 2008;
Zimmerman, 2000) of SRL have emerged from within the integrated motivational
perspective (Puustinen & Pulkkinen, 2001). Boekaerts’s (1996) model of SRL highlights
the parallel and reciprocal relationship between components of the cognitive system and
the motivation system. This model is composed of three levels: (1) domain-specific
knowledge; (2) strategy use; and (3) goals. There are two components that are included in
each of the three levels: content domain (domain-specific knowledge level),
metacognitive knowledge and motivational beliefs (domain-specific knowledge level),
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cognitive strategies (strategy level), motivation strategies (strategy level), cognitive
regulatory strategies (goal level), and motivation regulatory strategies (goal level). The
difference between this six-component model and other models of SRL is that the
cognition components and motivation components are separate systems yet integrated,
represented as “two sides of the same coin” (Boekaerts, 1996, p. 104).
Pintrich’s (2000b) taxonomy model of SRL includes phases such as task
identification and planning, monitoring and control of learning strategies, and reaction
and reflection. The phases are organized into four areas in which SRL can occur:
cognition, motivation, behavior, and context. These four areas and phases of SRL are
presented in a 4x4 grid to emphasize crossover between phase and area. Pintrich’s
taxonomy gives researchers a tool to organize the various perspectives of SRL.
On the other hand, Winne and Hadwin’s (1998) SRL model is subtly different
from Pintrich’s taxonomy because instead of three phases, Winne and Hadwin separate
task defining from goal setting making four phases: task definition, goal setting and
planning, studying and tactics, and adaptations to metacognition. A distinctive difference
of this model and other models of SRL is the use of information processing during each
of the four phases: conditions, operations, products, evaluations, and standards (COPES).
However, it is Zimmerman’s (2000) model of SRL that is the focus of the current study,
as it is the most referenced SRL model in the field of education. The model has a quality
of straight-forwardness lending the ability for educators and learners alike to understand
and utilize it. The cyclical nature of this model also portrays a clear method for
measuring a student’s acquisition of learning necessary for the current studies definition
of a SRL reengager.
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Zimmerman’s Cyclical Model of Self-Regulated Learning
Zimmerman (1989) defines self-regulated learning (SRL) as self-generated
thoughts, feeling, and behaviors that are planned and cyclically adapted based on
outcome feedback for attaining self-set goals. SRL is not merely the ability to perform a
skill; rather, it is the self-propelled approach of selecting specific skills necessary for a
learning task and utilizing those skills effectively (Zimmerman, 2002). Zimmerman chose
a cyclical model as mastery of tasks takes multiple efforts and because the selfmonitoring of each cycle provides information that changes the next learning effort
(Zimmerman, 1998).
Though cyclical in nature, Zimmerman’s phases take place in a time-oriented
fashion for learning. The forethought phase occurs before an action for learning has
occurred. The performance-control phase occurs during learning and the self-reflection
phase occurs after the action of learning. Zimmerman (2000) clarifies that the phases are
cyclical because feedback from each phase is used to make adjustments to future tasks.
For example, feedback from the self-reflection phase that a learner’s good test grade
occurred due to hard work will be reflected in the learner’s forethought phase for the next
test. This model (Zimmerman, 1989, 2000) has been applied to education (Zimmerman &
Martinez-Pons, 1992), athletics (Cleary & Zimmerman, 2001; Kitsantas & Zimmerman,
2002), and health domains (Zimmerman, Bonner, Evans, & Mellins, 1999). The next
three sections of this literature review expand the explanation of Zimmerman’s model of
SRL.
Forethought phase. Forethought is the initial phase in SRL in which the learner
plans for the task at hand and establishes goals (Zimmerman, 1986, 2000). Many
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researchers find the following constructs included in this phase: beliefs and attitudes, goal
setting, strategic planning, self-efficacy, goal orientation, intrinsic interest and outcome
expectations (Cleary & Zimmerman, 2004; Paulsen & Gentry, 1995; Pintrich & DeGroot,
1990). These constructs have been organized into processes (task analysis and selfmotivation beliefs) and sub-processes (goal setting, strategic planning, self-efficacy,
outcome expectations, intrinsic interests, and goal orientation) within Zimmerman’s
(2000) SRL model. A student in the forethought phase has not yet started the learning
activity.
Task analysis. During task analysis the self-regulated student sets goals and
creates a plan to accomplish these goals. Research strongly suggests that students who set
specific goals and plans have increased academic success (Zimmerman & Kitsantas,
1999). Zimmerman and Kitsantas (1999) also suggest that academic achievement is
increased by the type of goals and plans set by the student. Goal setting and strategic
planning are the sub-processes of task analysis.
Goal setting and strategic planning. The meaning of goal setting has been
expanded in the literature from simply acknowledgment about an end outcome or
outcome goals (Locke & Latham, 1990) to the sub-goals that help attain the desired end
outcome. The sub-goals are called process goals (Zimmerman, 2000). Outcome goals
designate the type of goal setting while the process goals designate the strategic planning
of the forethought phase. Zimmerman and Kitsantas’s (1999) research with high school
girls working on writing skills found that students who first used process goals and then
shifted to outcome goals outperformed students who stuck with process goals. The
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students who only utilized the outcome goal performed the most minimal in the writing
skills activity.
Self-motivation beliefs. During the process of self-motivation, several beliefs
affect the goals and plans set by a student. In other words, what one thinks and feels
about what he can achieve greatly influences what he selects to do (Bandura, 1997). Such
beliefs and attitudes include sub-processes such as self-efficacy, outcome expectations,
intrinsic interests, and goal orientation. Training can increase motivational factors such as
self-efficacy and goal orientation (Schunk, 1983) along with general motivational
achievement (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1997).
Self-efficacy and outcome expectations. Self-efficacy is defined as a person’s
beliefs about performing actions at a specific standard of performance (Bandura, 1997).
Self-efficacy is an essential motivational construct as it is a salient predictor of students’
task selection, effort level, and persistence (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 1996; Zimmerman,
1989). Moreover, a learner who believes he or she has the ability to achieve a task does
so in a more self-regulated fashion (Zimmerman, 2002). For example, a student with high
self-efficacy in writing a paper for English class will set higher goals, use better
strategies, and feel positive about her possible outcome. Research reveals that poor selfefficacy beliefs often undermine students’ motivation and may cause them to devalue the
task (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 1996). This decrease in motivation could cause a
breakdown in SRL such as preparing for tests, lack of attention in class, or failure to
attend school (Zimmerman, 2002). For example, the student with high self-efficacy
towards writing a paper might have low self-efficacy towards a presentation. Thus, the
student will procrastinate in preparing for the presentation, use ineffective strategies or no

16!
!

!

!

!

!

strategy at all, and feel negative about the possible outcome. Outcome expectations are
student beliefs about the consequences of learning a particular skill. For example, an
Algebra student who expects to use the knowledge acquired in math class to pass a
college placement exam is self-regulated in the learning of Algebra due to his outcome
expectations.
Intrinsic interest or value and learning goal orientation. Intrinsic interest or value
is defined as the level of importance a student places on a specific skill or task (Ames,
1984). An intrinsically motivated student values an assigned learning task while a student
with extrinsic interests values the reward for completing the task. A learner who seeks to
achieve a task due to interest in the task does so in a more self-regulated manner
(Zimmerman, 2002). Learning goal orientation is also linked significantly with
motivation and academic outcomes (Elliot, 1999; Urdan, 1997). Learning goal orientation
is the attitude the student takes towards learning in a specific domain or the purpose for
engaging in a task (Ames, 1984; Dweck & Legget, 1988; Pintrich, 2000). If a student
adopts a mastery goal orientation, he views the learning cycle as important to acquire the
new knowledge. On the other hand, the student with a performance goal orientation
works through the learning cycle in order to acquire a good grade or show others a good
performance (performance-approach) or to avoid showing a lack of good performance or
skill (performance-avoidance) (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; Middleton & Midgley,
1997; Skaalvik, 1997).
The forethought phase, comprised of task analysis and self-motivational beliefs, is
highlighted throughout literature with the strongest constructs of self-efficacy and
achievement goal orientation (Cleary & Zimmerman, 2004). Research has stated strongly
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that self-efficacy (Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994; Zimmerman et al., 1992) and goal
orientation (Wolters, 2004; Wolters, Yu, & Pintrich, 1996) predict the use of successful
strategies defined during the performance-control phase. These constructs as well as the
use of strategies increase the likelihood of academic success (Pajares & Miller, 1994;
Zimmerman, 1995a) but have not been studied with respect to reengagement in the next
full cycle of SRL.
Performance-control phase. In the performance-control phase, the learner
selects strategies and actions in order to achieve the goals set in the forethought phase
(Zimmerman, 1986, 2000). The performance-control phase involves overt engagement in
a targeted learning task. In the previous phase, the learner was engaged and active, but
the processes are internal and covert (Cleary & Zimmerman, 2004). The performancecontrol phase of SRL requires strategic skills, self-control, and self-awareness. Research
shows that the following training can benefit the performance-control processes of SRL:
self-instruction (Schunk, 1982, 1998, Zimmerman, 2000), attention focusing (Corno,
1993; Garcia & Pintrich, 1994; Kuhl, 1985; Zimmerman, 2002), and regulating strategies
(Garcia & Pintrich, 1994; Pintrich & Schrauban, 1992). The two processes involved in
phase two are self-control and self-observation.
Self-control. Self-control is defined as the utilization of methods chosen during
the forethought phase (Zimmerman, 2002). During the process of self-control, the student
engages in sub-processes such as imagery, self-instruction, attention focusing, and task
strategies (Cleary & Zimmerman, 2004). These sub-processes are intentional actions,
both physical and mental. Self-control emphasizes one of the distinctions about SRL, the
student is leading the learning cycle.
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Imagery, self-instruction, attention focusing, and task strategies. While engaging

in the actual learning activity, students will utilize various learning strategies to maximize
their learning. Imagery is a learning technique that helps make ambiguous information
tangible by illustrating the information into a mental picture. Imagery is more specifically
an elaboration technique. Another self-control sub-process, self-instruction, is the ability
of the student to organize and direct her own learning without teacher prompting. Types
of self-instruction might be modeling the material and verbalizing the new knowledge,
which encourages critical thinking skills. Using self-instruction, a student is aware when
peer learning is helpful or distracting and can monitor his time and study environment.
The third, and most important, sub-process of self-control is attention focusing, which is
the ability for the student to regulate the effort being used during a learning task (Chen,
2002). For example, if a student is aware that the radio is distracting effort away from his
studying and redirects his focus to reading the textbook by turning off the radio, he is
using self-control. Finally, rehearsal and seeking help are additional task strategies that a
self-regulated student might utilize (Cleary & Zimmerman, 2004; Paulsen & Gentry,
1995; Pintrich & DeGroot, 1990).
Self-observation. Self-observation is the process that includes self-recording and
self-experimentation. During the self-observation process the student monitors her own
behavior by using self-questioning. Self-questioning assures that the learner is aware of
not only what she knows but also how she is learning (Cleary & Zimmerman, 2004). This
higher-level cognitive skill is called metacognition and is a construct necessary for the
sub-processes of self-observation (Garcia & Pintrich, 1994; Stolp & Zabrucky, 2009). A
learner who is aware about how she knows what she knows is capable of self-judgment
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and self-reaction (Cleary & Zimmerman, 2004; Zimmerman, 2002). Though insufficient
when a learner lacks fundamental skills, metacognitive awareness can enhance selfcontrol and produce readiness that is essential for personal change (Lovett, 2008;
Zimmerman, 2002) and is viewed by many researchers as the most critical construct in
SRL (Butler, 1997; Butler & Winne, 1995; Lan, 1998; Schunk & Zimmerman, 1997).
Self-recording and self-experimentation. While self-monitoring is the covert form
of self-observation where the student is aware of his learning activities, self-recording
and experimentation are overt in nature (Zimmerman, 2002). An explicit action of selfrecording might be when a student writes down the learning strategies used to write an
American History essay and the grade received on the essay. Self-experimentation, using
the same example, might be that the student utilizes different essay writing strategies and
compares the grades received.
The performance-control phase, comprised of self-control and self-observation, is
highlighted throughout literature with the very strong constructs of effort regulation and
metacognitive strategy use (Cleary & Zimmerman, 2004). Research has stated that effort
(Chen, 2002; Pintrich & DeGroot, 1990) and metacognition (Lovett, 2008; Stolp &
Zabrucky, 2009) impact the flow of the self-regulatory cycle and that these constructs as
well as the use of strategies increase the likelihood of academic success (Cleary &
Zimmerman, 2004; Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1993). However, these have
not been studied with respect to reengagement in the next full cycle of SRL.
Self-reflection phase. Finally, in the self-reflection phase, the learner evaluates
her goals and behavior and regulates decisions for the next task, goal, or strategy
(Zimmerman, 1986, 2000). During this phase the student reflects on the self-monitoring
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information to evaluate her behavior; consequently, this occurs after the specific learning
activity (Cleary & Zimmerman, 2004). The sub-processes of self-evaluation, causal
attribution, self-satisfaction, and adaptability facilitate the self-judgment and the selfreaction processes of the self-reflection phase. Some research indicates casual attribution
is highly malleable and training that focuses on effort and strategies, rather than ability,
can motivate students to work harder and perform more successfully on future academic
tasks (Doctor, 2004). Attributional tendencies have been shown to change after a single
training presentation (Menec et al., 1994; Schunk, 2005; Wilson & Linville, 1982; 1985).
This phase is exceptionally vital because self-reflections enable students to sustain their
motivation in the face of failure, fatigue, and frustration (Clifford, 1986; Schunk, 1992).
Self-judgment. After completion of a learning task, learners attempt to identify
the causal determinants of their behavioral outcomes (Weiner, 1986, 2010). To do so a
learner must evaluate his behavior, determine the outcome to be a success or a failure,
and identify causes of the success or failure (Cleary & Zimmerman, 2004; Weiner, 2010).
These causal beliefs are key as they influence future learning behaviors (Weiner, 1989,
1994a, 2000, 2010). The two sub-processes of self-judgment are self-evaluation and
causal attribution.
Self-evaluation and causal attribution. Self-evaluation is a self-imposed judgment
based on one’s learning outcome. A student might judge her learning outcome based on
previous outcomes, a peer’s outcome, or even a pre-set outcome goal (Zimmerman,
2002). Studies on the effect of self-evaluation have shown students who engage in selfevaluation out-perform students who do not (Schunk & Ertmer, 1999). Another form of
evaluative judgment is causal attribution.
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A causal attribution is the conclusion of a task in which a student evaluates a

learning outcome as a success or failure. Next, the student determines how she feels
about the success or failure. Finally, the student attempts to identify what caused the
outcome by determining causal attributions (Weiner, 1986, 2010). The most common
causal attributions that pertain to achievement are ability, effort, task difficulty, and luck
(Falbo, 1975; Weiner 1985, 2010). SRL research has historically focused on ability and
effort attributions (e.g., Graham & Williams, 2009; Schunk, 2000; Weiner, 2000). Effort
attributions to success often reflect mastery goals, while the attribution to ability often
reflects performance goals (Elliot, 2005; Grant & Dweck, 2003; Mueller & Dweck,
1998). These attributions are characterized as to the locus (internal/external),
controllability (controllable, uncontrollable), and stability (stable, unstable) of the
attribution (Weiner, 1972, 1974; Weiner et al., 1971). For example, effort is internal,
controllable, and unstable.
The locus of control dimension (internal/external) influences the affective
reaction to success and failure (Watkins & Astilla, 1980). Pride and shame are affects to
attributions to internal factors of ability and effort (Weiner, 1974). Previous research
supports Zimmerman’s (2000) self-reflection phase of SRL as it groups causal attribution
and self-reaction together. Attributions to ineffective strategies increase motivation and
attributions to ability decrease motivation (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1999) and thus are a
factor in modifying the beliefs and behaviors in subsequent learning tasks (Siegle et al.,
2010; Struther et al., 1996).
Self-reaction. Self-reaction is defined as the action of trying to understand oneself
and one’s behaviors (Zimmerman, 2002). During the process of self-reaction the student
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reflects on the actual learning outcome as well as her feelings of the outcome, and
decides how to modify attitudes and behaviors for the next task. The sub-processes,
therefore, are self-satisfaction and adaptive or defensive actions.
Self-satisfaction and adaptability. One form of self-reaction involves the feelings
of the learner once outcome expectations have been compared to actual learning
outcomes. The awareness that one is satisfied or dissatisfied with learning outcomes is
critical because those satisfied will continue to pursue the task and those dissatisfied will
not pursue the task (Bandura, 1997; Zimmerman, 2000). These feelings will affect
whether or not the student is able to or willing to adapt for future learning tasks. Adaptive
inferences are defined as conclusions drawn by students about whether to modify their
learning strategies or methods during future tasks (Zimmerman, 2000). It is suggested
that beliefs about causes of success and failure in an activity influences subsequent
feelings, expectations, and behaviors (Watkins & Atilla, 1980), which supports the
cyclical nature of Zimmerman’s (2000) model, taking a learner from the self-reflection
phase back to the forethought phase.
The self-reflection phase comprised of self-judgment and self-reaction, is
highlighted in the literature with causal attributions (McClure et al., 2011; Watkins &
Astilla, 1980). Research has indicated that causal attributions (Weiner, 2010) influence
SRL and impacts academic success (Cleary & Zimmerman, 2004). However, causal
attribution research has not been studied with respect to reengagement in the next full
cycle of SRL.
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Research Validation for Components of the Model
Because self-regulated learning (SRL) and its sub-processes are critical to
academic success, a number of measures exist to assess the process and its components.
This body of measurement-based research focuses on the need to assess the
aforementioned SRL constructs at the domain specific level and task specific level. These
studies have revealed how SRL is associated with achievement motivation and academic
outcomes (Pajares & Miller, 1994; Zimmerman, 1995a). Thus, SRL is portrayed as a
context specific strategy that is selectively applied in lieu of a fixed trait such as age,
gender, ethnicity, or domain of study (Zimmerman, 1989; 1994; 1995b; Zimmerman et
al., 1992). To date, research about SRL has most heavily focused on uncovering
relationships between SRL and self-efficacy (Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994; Zimmerman
et al., 1992), the influence of SRL on other motivation factors and achievement outcomes
(Pintrich & DeGroot, 1990; Suarez & Fernandez, 2011; Wolters, 1998, 2004; Wolters et
al., 1996), and the impact of SRL on achievement in various instructional contexts (Bong,
2004; Paulsen & Gentry, 1995; Yang, 1993; Young, 1996).
Several examples of SRL research that concentrates on self-efficacy are studies
by Bandura, Zimmerman, and colleagues. In Zimmerman et al. (1992) first study, pathanalysis was used to show that in high school social studies students’ self-efficacy led to
self-regulated studying (Zimmerman et al., 1992). In a subsequent study with college
students, self-efficacy beliefs about writing skills correlated with final grades
(Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994). Zimmerman and Kitsantas (1998) later showed that selfefficacy was not just predictive of learning strategy use but also of student achievement.
These studies revealed significant information about SRL. However, only the forethought
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phase and performance-control phase were examined, leaving out the self-reflection
phase.
Research on other motivation beliefs and achievement outcomes also provide
information, filling in gaps in the area of SRL. Pintrich and DeGroot (1990) studied
motivational orientation, SRL, and learning outcomes of middle school science and
English classes revealing that intrinsic value in addition to self-efficacy was positively
correlated with learning outcomes. Wolters (1998) studied distinct strategies that students
used to persist when motivation decreased, while Wolters and colleagues used goal
achievement to predict learning strategy use (Wolters, 2004; Wolters et al., 1996),
showing intercorrelation between motivation orientation, strategy use, and achievement.
Suarez and Fernandez (2011) attempted path analysis for validating a motivation and
SRL model, though it was not cyclical in nature. The results showed that motivation
strategies increased metacognitive self-regulation, which increased the use of cognitive
strategies. These studies focused on the forethought and performance-control phase but
did not include the vital self-reflection phase of SRL.
Finally, SRL research has also highlighted studies from various domains and
contexts. Paulsen and Gentry’s (1995) study examined the relationship between
motivation, learning strategies, aptitude, and achievement in a college finance class. They
recognized the work being produced in SRL and studied their own educational domain of
finance. Bong (2004) examined the differences across academic domains in Korean
female high school students by studying motivation orientations and attributional beliefs.
All of the studies focused on only two of the three phases of SRL not providing an entire
picture of how these factors affect academic achievement in a cyclical manner.
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Though causal attributions are not the most studied construct of SRL, it is

important to point out that there are studies looking at the relationship between SRL and
causal attributions. This is significant because casual attribution is a key construct in
Zimmerman’s (2000) self-reflection phase of SRL. Since most attribution research looks
at the relationship with motivational beliefs, McClure et al. (2011) looked at how
attribution related to achievement outcomes. Watkins and Astilla (1980) also looked at
attribution and its relationship with exam outcomes in first year Filipino college students.
Results from McClure et al. (2011) and Watkins and Astilla’s (1980) studies showed that
most successes were attributed to internal factors such as ability while failures were
attributed to factors such as lack of effort. In studies such as these, the authors were able
to show how students felt about outcome grades and to what they attributed the results.
However, they were not able to measure how self-regulated the student was during the
learning task without the motivation beliefs and learning strategy use.
The theoretical and empirical SRL research, which includes linkages to literature
in the SRL constructs such as self-efficacy, academic goal orientation, effort strategy,
metacognitive knowledge and causal attribution, has been considerable during the past
two decades (Puustinen & Pulkkinen, 2001). Although this research supports that the
components of Zimmerman’s (2000) model are valid, little research to date has
quantitatively explored the model in its entirety. It is necessary for research to examine
the model in its cyclical nature as the conclusions made during one cycle might impact
the reengagement of the subsequent SRL cycle (Butler, 2002; Zimmerman, 1986; 1994).
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Assessment Framework for SRL Reengagement
Self-regulated learners select, adopt, and even create strategic approaches to
achieve every individual academic task (Butler 2002; Corno & Randi, 1999), hence
becoming more self-regulated learners. Specific self-regulated learning (SRL) constructs
such as self-efficacy, academic goal orientation, effort regulation, strategy use, and casual
attributions are shown in research to have had a positive effect on academic achievement
and engagement in SRL (Wigfield et al., 2008; Wolters, 2003). However, research has
not looked deep enough into how these constructs impact attainment or acquisition of
self-regulatory processes (Wolters, 2010). More specifically, research has not yet
examined the entire SRL cycle and the reengagement into subsequent cycles.
The concept of an assessment framework was adopted from the literature in
cognitive psychology and other science-based fields in which multiple quantifiable
factors or measure outcomes are utilized to identify those at high, moderate, and low risk
for various conditions or issues (Aumann, 2011). Instead of identifying risk, the Self
Regulated Learning (SRL) assessment framework is intended to aid in the identification
of students who are reengagers of the SRL cycle.
The SRL assessment framework is based on Zimmerman’s three-phase SRL
model including constructs from each phase (self-efficacy, goal orientation, effort
regulation, metacogntion, and causal attributions). Additional SRL literature and research
help support the framework. The SRL assessment framework index will provide the
current study with an identifier of a participant acting as a self-regulated learner in each
learning cycle being assessed.
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Based on the research literature (Pintrich et al., 1991), a learner with low self-

efficacy, low effort regulation, and low metacognitive skills is projected as not using SRL
behaviors. On the other hand, a learner with high self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997), high
effort regulation (Chen, 2002), and adaptive metacognitive skills (Butler, 1997) is
projected as using SRL behaviors. Also, high self-regulated learners are more mastery
oriented and low self-regulated learners are more performance based (Elliot &
Harackiewicz, 1996). Lastly, students who attribute success and failure to their effort are
more likely to engage in academic tasks (Weiner, 2000), thus, being classified as using
SRL behaviors. Learners exhibiting more SRL behaviors than non SRL behaviors are
identified as high self-regulated learners.
Research based on the cyclical nature of Zimmerman’s model states that high
self-regulators tend to engage in self-regulatory processes (the cycle) over and over but
that low self-regulators do not (Zimmerman, 2000). Thus, the similarity or difference in
the SRL assessment framework index between a student’s initial learning cycle and a
subsequent learning cycle determines if the student has reengaged or not reengaged. For
example, if a student neglects to utilize SRL behaviors during multiple learning tasks, he
is a non-reengager. Or perhaps the student utilizes SRL behaviors randomly; he is still
considered a non-reengager. In contrast, the student who increases her SRL behaviors
during multiple learning tasks, or always uses these behaviors, is considered a reengager.
There are internal factors, suggested in other educational psychology research but
not yet substantiated by SRL research specifically, that might assist or inhibit a learner
from reengaging in the SRL cycle (Ames, 1992; Fives, 2003; Tollefson, 2000). These
factors include perceived classroom tasks and outcome expectancies. It is imperative to
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study these internal factors, along with others, in order to substantiate which training
efforts are more likely to establish learner acquisition of SRL processes and
reengagement in the cycle.
Perception of classroom tasks. Motivation research elaborately explains why
students engage and persist in an academic task (Pintrich & Zusho, 2002). A motivational
factor that might impact reengagement in SRL processes is the perception of a classroom
task. Research suggests that student perception of task structure is significantly and
positively correlated with goal orientation and strategy use (Lyke & Young, 2006). This
is significant because goal orientation is a key construct in Zimmerman’s (2000)
forethought phase of SRL. A learner’s perception of how large, difficult, or valuable an
academic task (e.g., an exam) might be either increases his strategy use or decreases his
effortful behavior. Thus, a learner’s perception of task size could be a factor in the
reengagement of the SRL cycle.
Perceived task size is defined, for the purposes of this study, as the general belief
of the student of how difficult and valuable the academic task will be. Research suggests
that SRL is contingent upon the perceived demands of the course tasks (Lyke & Young,
2006). Personal perception leads to personal motivations and in the case of an academic
task these perceptions mold students’ motivational beliefs of self-efficacy and goal
orientation (Ames, 1992; Dweck & Elliot, 1983). In addition, the student perception of
classroom tasks, such as the size of a task, has significant effects on specific selfregulatory processes like strategy use (Pintrich & Schrauben, 1992). It is important,
therefore, for new research to explore this type of student perception on SRL
reengagement so as to assist with acquisition training.
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Expectancy outcomes. Lastly, how a student interprets an academic outcome

(e.g., grade on an exam) affects how he reflects on the learning cycle (Tollefson, 2000).
A student will feel differently about an actual grade of a B when his expected grade was
an A than if the student expected to receive a C. Also, a student will attribute an outcome
to a specific cause based on his or her expectancy of the outcome. A student who
received a C instead of a B might attribute the poor grade to either lack of effort or lack
of ability. Studying student attribution beliefs is significant because it is a key construct
in Zimmerman’s (2000) self-reflection phase of SRL. Therefore, the discrepancy between
expected and actual academic outcome might influence reengagement into the next cycle
of SRL affecting the overall success in learning.
Outcome discrepancy as it relates to this study is defined as the difference
between student’s expected outcome and the actual outcome of the same academic task.
Vollmer’s (1986) research indicated expected grade predicted actual grade, as students
used knowledge of effort spent and beliefs about ability to establish an expected grade.
While previous research looked at how already employed self-regulatory processes affect
outcome expectancy (Tollefson, 2000), it is important to examine how outcome
discrepancy affects future processes. Thus, a central task for the current study was to
examine each of the two factors highlighted in this section in order to begin finding
predictors of reengagement in SRL cycles. A critical approach to examining these factors
is the investigation of a SRL model in its entirety.
Summary of Literature
Many social cognitive models (Borkowski & Thorpe, 1994; McCombs &
Marzano, 1990; Zimmerman, 2000) emphasize the recursive or cyclical nature of SRL,
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however, there has been a tendency to measure constructs in isolation. Previous research
examined only portions of the self-regulatory cycle and at only one point in time (Hadwin
et al., 2004). In order to study the theory that SRL is an event that occurs across time and
changes with each subsequent cycle, validation of this model must reflect a more
longitudinal nature (Hadwin et al., 2004). For example, Hadwin et al. (2004) collected
data multiple times through several academic tasks. Throughout the multiple data
collection periods, the academic tasks took place within the same academic domain and
with the same students. The study was qualitative in design and reflected key ideas of
Zimmerman’s (2001) SRL research as well as the research of others exploring SRL
(Boekaerts, Pintrich, & Zeidner, 2000; Borkowski & Thorpe, 1994; Perry et al., 2002;
Pintrich & DeGroot, 1990). A major limitation of this study was its vague approach to
validating the self-regulatory process. It did not utilize a theoretical model of SRL, and
instead approached the study from a more piecemeal approach. Although this study was
theoretically limited, Hadwin et al. (2004) highlighted the need for future research on
SRL to examine the cyclical nature of SRL across time as a learning task is completed.
Zimmerman is the authority on SRL research in the field of Educational
Psychology (Bembenutty, 2011). His cyclical model of SRL includes the three phases,
forethought, performance-control, and self-reflection. It is suggested by previous
literature and research that as forethought phase constructs (self-efficacy and goal
orientation) increase, adaptive use of performance-control phase learning strategies
(effort regulation and metacognition) will increase, which will influence self-reflection
(positive causal attributions). Subsequently, the forethought phase constructs for the
second learning activity cycle would substantiate the theoretical literature of
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Zimmerman’s (2000) SRL model and the concept of SRL reengagers. A learner who
works through the three phases multiple times is reengaging in the learning cycle. The
more completed cycles the student experiences the better self-regulated the student’s
learning becomes (Zimmerman, 2002, 2008). There are factors that help with student
learning that might be factors that influence reengagement in the SRL cycle.
First, the student’s perception of academic task size, representing Zimmerman’s
(2000) forethought phase, could impact reengagement of SRL. The perceived size and
importance of an academic task are motivating or de-motivating factors for a student as
he decides to exert effort towards learning strategies. As a result reengagers who perceive
academic task size might be different than non-reengagers. Lastly, the student’s
discrepancy between expected and actual outcome, representing the self-reflection phase,
might be a factor that could impact reengagement of SRL. A student’s casual attributions
defining an outcome can hinder or help a student’s motivation, thus exploring whether
reengagers are indeed more calculated in their expectancy of learning outcomes is
necessary.
Purpose of Study
This study seeks to adhere to previous researchers’ recommendation of collecting
SRL data multiple times through a learning task while also addressing the need to adopt a
theoretical framework from which to examine the cycle of SRL. More specifically, this
study seeks to examine Zimmerman’s (2000) cyclical model of SRL in its entirety using
authentic learning tasks in order to establish an assessment framework for SRL
reengagers and identify internal learner factors that may affect the reengagement process.
To meet these objectives, multiple observations of SRL were deployed throughout a
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semester in order to assess the learning cycle as a series of events that unfold over time
(Hadwin et al., 2004; Winne, Jamieson-Noel, & Muis, 2001). The study then used
individual measurable constructs from each phase of Zimmerman’s SRL model (selfefficacy, academic goal orientation, effort regulation, metacognitive self-regulation, and
casual attributions) to form an assessment framework (Aumann, 2011) to identify selfregulated reengagers. It was expected that the current study, while supporting how each
process is related to the others, would reveal additional information as to what factors
(academic task size or value and the discrepancy between expected and actual outcome)
might impact reengagement of the SRL cycle. If researchers and educators can better
understand what factors are influential, they can better prepare students to successfully
engage and continue to reengage in SRL. Subsequently, this type of support will lead to
successful academic outcomes (Schunk et al., 2007; Zimmerman et al., 1992).
Research Questions
Research Question 1. Is Zimmerman’s model of self-regulated learning an
applicable foundation for an assessment framework for reengagement of self-regulated
learners?
Research Question 2. Is there a significant difference in the proportion of
students who are defined as reengagers or non-reengagers based on two academic task
sizes, a large task and a small task?
Research Question 3. Do reengagers report discrepancy scores between expected
task outcome and actual task outcome significantly different than non-reengagers?
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Chapter 2
Methods

Research Design
This study is a quantitative survey design, which examined Zimmerman’s (2000)
model of self-regulated learning (SRL) in its entirety. The study employed a descriptive
and correlational research design to evaluate factors that might impact reengagement in
self-regulatory cycles of learning. An assessment framework model (Aumann, 2011) was
explored using scores from the self-efficacy subscale of the Motivational Strategies for
Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ), the Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales (PALS) for
learning goal orientation, the effort regulation subscale and the metacognition selfregulation subscale of the MSLQ, and the effort and ability scores from the
Multidimensional-Multiattributional Causality Scale (MMCS). Chi-square tests of
independence were examined using the assessment framework for self-regulated
reengagers, scores from the task value subscale of the MSLQ, student perceived
academic task size, and the discrepancy scores between student expected academic
outcome and actual outcome. This section of the study includes a description of the
participants and procedures for this study. Additionally, the measures utilized to measure
the latent constructs studied will be discussed. Finally, the quantitative statistical analyses
being utilized to answer the research questions will be described.
Sample
Participants for this study consisted of undergraduate pre-teacher education
students who were working towards a Bachelor of Arts in Education degree from one
large, urban, mid-southern university with an enrollment of approximately 20,000
students. During the semester of observation, participants were student volunteers from
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multiple sections of the prerequisite Educational Psychology and Research course
required to enter into the teacher education program, Human Development across the
Lifespan.
A sample of 231 undergraduate prospective teacher education students was
recruited for this current study. Due to class absences or declining to volunteer, 90
participants were discarded from the study. A total of 141 usable questionnaires were
returned. An initial examination of the demographic data was carried out and indicated
that of the 141 participants 88.7% were female (n = 125), 11.3% were male (n = 16), with
a mean age of 21. Demographic information is displayed in Table 1 and discussed further
in the next chapter.
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Table 1
Sample Demographics
Variable

n

percent

Study Hours Logged for Course (self-reported)
0 - 4 hours
5 - 9 hours
10-14 hours
15-19 hours
20+ hours

93
38
4
4
2

66.0
27.0
2.8
2.8
1.4

Grade Point Average (self-reported)
2.0 and lower
2.1 - 2.5
2.6 - 3.0
3.1 – 3.5
3.6 – 4.0
Did not disclose

6
20
52
26
14
23

4.3
14.2
36.9
18.4
9.9
16.3

Ethnicity
Caucasian
African American
Asian
Hispanic
Other

74
62
0
1
4

52.5
44.0
0.0
0.7
2.8

Male
Female

16
125

11.3
88.7

18-22
23-27
28-32
33-37
38-42

110
21
05
01
04

78.0
14.9
3.6
0.7
2.8

Gender

Age

Measures
Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales. Achievement goal orientation, one
construct identifying the forethought phase of SRL, was assessed using the Patterns of
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Learning Scales (PALS) (Midgley et al., 2000). The PALS assesses both students’
personal achievement goal orientations and teachers’ perception of goal structure in the
school. The current study utilized two of the student scales (mastery and performanceapproach goal orientations) consisting of a total of 11 items (e.g., I do my classwork
because I’m interested in it) and employed a 5-point Likert scale (see Appendix D).
Participants respond to the items on the extent to which they believe the statement is “not
at all true” of themselves to “very true” of themselves. Midgley et al. (2000) report
Cronbach alpha’s for the subscales as follows: mastery approach (Cronbach’s α = .86)
and performance-approach (Cronbach’s α =.86). The current study’s sample produced
good reliability indices for mastery approach during both cycle 1 (Cronbach’s α = .75)
and cycle 2 (Cronbach’s α = .81). The performance approach scale also produced good
reliability during both cycle 1 (Cronbach’s α = .90) and cycle 2 (Cronbach’s α = .92).
Motivational Strategies for Learning Questionnaire. Motivational Strategies
for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) is a widely used self-report instrument to measure
motivational beliefs and use of learning strategies in a specific college course (Pintrich et
al., 1991, 1993). This comprehensive, 81-item instrument measures 6 motivation scales
(self-efficacy, control of learning beliefs, intrinsic goal orientation, extrinsic goal
orientation, task value beliefs, test anxiety), and 9 learning strategy scales (rehearsal,
elaboration, organization strategies, critical thinking, metacognitive self-regulation, time
and study management, effort regulation, peer learning, help-seeking).
The participants of the current study completed only the MSLQ subscales for task
value (6 items) to measure academic task importance, self-efficacy (8 items) to assist
with measuring forethought, and metacognitive self-regulation (12 items), and effort
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regulation (4 items) to measure performance-control (see Appendix E). The participants
read motivation statements (e.g., I think I will be able to use what I learn in this course in
other courses) and learning strategy statements (e.g., I usually study in a place where I
can concentrate on my course work) and rated themselves on a seven point Likert scale
from “not at all true to me” to “very true to me.” The mean of the items that make up the
scale were used for each scale. Items marked “reversed” were negatively worked items,
which were reverse coded before scale construction (Pintrich et al., 1991, 1993).
The MSLQ has been used in formal research since 1986 and with informal
research since 1982. It has been shown to be reliable and valid through use in a variety of
studies across various courses, content areas, and countries (Bandalos, Finney, & Geske,
2003; Brookhart & Durkin, 2003; Ommundsen, 2003; Seibert, 2002; Zusho, Pintrich, &
Coppola, 2003). The Cronbach’s alphas of each subscale range from .52 to .93 (Pintrich
et al., 1991, 1993). In the current study, value (Cronbach’s α = .82), self-efficacy
(Cronbach’s α = .91), and metacognition (Cronbach’s α = .82) produced good reliability
indices for cycle 1. For cycle 2, value (Cronbach’s α = .85), self-efficacy (Cronbach’s α
= .91), and metacognition (Cronbach’s α = .86) again produced good reliability indices.
Multidimensional-Multiattributional Causality Scale. The achievement
subscales of the Multidimensional-Multiattributional Causality Scale (MMCS) were
utilized in order to measure the degree to which students attribute successes to effort or
ability (Lefcourt, Von Baeyer, Ware, & Cox, 1979). Each scale consisted of six items
(e.g., whenever I receive good grades, it is always because I have studied hard for that
course) and was rated on a 5-point Likert scale. The participants responded to each item
on the extent to which they “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” with each statement.
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The participants of the current study completed the six items measuring effort and ability
attributions (see Appendix F), which assisted in assessing self-reflection. The current
study’s sample produced good reliability indices for the attribution of effort during both
cycle 1 (Cronbach’s α = .73) and cycle 2 (Cronbach’s α = .77). The attribution of ability
also showed acceptable reliability during both cycle 1 (Cronbach’s α = .65) and cycle 2
(Cronbach’s α = .69).
Procedure
Data was collected multiple times throughout one semester surrounding an
academic task (exam 2 and exam 3). Data was collected on Zimmerman’s (2000) model
of SRL in each phase as the students worked towards or reflected on the academic task
(exam 2). Therefore, Phase 1 data, the forethought phase, was collected early in the
semester. Phase 2 data, the performance-control phase, was collected as the students were
preparing (studying) for the academic task, and Phase 3 data, the reflection phase, was
collected after the results of the exam 2 were provided to the student. These three data
collections were comprised to designate one entire cycle of Zimmerman’s SRL model.
Cycle 1 (exam 2) was compared to cycle 2 (exam 3) which again consisted of three data
collection times each. A more thorough layout of the procedure is presented in Table 2.
After approval from the Institutional Review Board (see Appendix A), the
researcher contacted the instructors of the selected course sections within the College of
Education. Participants from the selected courses were invited to volunteer for the study
with the understanding that accepting or declining participation would have no bearing on
their grade in the class. Students who chose to participate in the study were asked to sign
a consent form (see Appendix B). Participants completed the instruments during group
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sessions (20-30 participants per session) and were provided a randomly selected
identification number to be used as the student identification. All participants completed
a brief demographic survey (see Appendix C). Student participants completed several
instruments to measure his or her SRL capacity. Specific constructs of SRL included selfefficacy, achievement goal orientation, effort regulation, metacognition, and effort-based
casual attributions.
Student data collection took place throughout the Fall semester (between the
months of September and December). As previously indicated, there were multiple
collection times when students filled out self-report questionnaires. Multiple collection
times were necessary as the purpose of this study was to examine the entire cycle of SRL
(see Table 2).
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Table 2
Timeline for Multiple Data Collection
Collection # Collection Date
Phase
Measure
Self-regulated Learning Cycle 1: Exam 2
1 (in class)
Mid-November
Forethought Demographics,
4 minues
MSLQ, PALS
Orientation
2 (in class)
Mid-November
Performance MSLQ
Regulation,
2 minutes
Control
At Exam 2
Late November
Brief Questionnaire
Outcome
1 minute
3 (in class)
Early December
SelfReflection MMCS, Brief
3 minutes
Questionnaire
Outcome
Self-regulated Learning Cycle 2: Exam 3
3 (in class)
Early December
Forethought Demographics,
4 minutes
MSLQ, PALS
Orientation
4 (in class)
Early December
Performance MSLQ
Regulation,
2 minutes
Control
At Exam 3
Mid-December
Brief Questionnaire
Outcome
1 minute
5 (e-mail)
Late December
SelfReflection MMCS, Brief
3 minutes
Questionnaire
Outcome

Construct
Self-efficacy,
Goal
Effort
Metacognition
Expected

Attribution,
Actual

Self-efficacy,
Goal
Effort
Metacognition
Expected

Attribution,
Actual

Self-regulated learning cycle 1. The first collection time occurred before exam 2
so that the researcher could measure the student’s forethought, or the initial phase of
Zimmerman’s (2000) model of SRL, for the first exam study cycle. This data collection
occurred around mid-November and the student participants filled out a demographic
survey as well as the self-efficacy subscale of the MSLQ and the PALS, assessing
achievement goal orientation. In mid-November, the researcher also collected data
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regarding performance-control for the exam 2 study cycle, which is phase two of
Zimmerman’s SRL model. In order to collect this information, the student volunteers
filled out the effort regulation and metacognitive self-regulation subscales of the MSLQ.
Near late November, the students took exam 2. Attached to the end of the exam 2 was a
brief questionnaire asking students what they expected to make on exam 2, providing the
researcher with an expected academic outcome. The students turned in their grade
expectations to the instructor and the instructor returned them to the researcher. Early in
December, once the students had received their grades for exam 2, the researcher
collected data on their self-reflection, phase three of Zimmerman’s SRL model, by using
the effort and ability items from the MMCS along with questions concerning their
satisfaction level and if they would modify their study cycle for exam 3.
Self-regulated learning cycle 2. During the same data collection in early
December, the researcher also re-measured the student’s forethought (phase 1), however
this time the focus was for exam 3. The students filled out the same questionnaire as
during the first data collection, the self-efficacy subscale of the MSLQ and the PALS,
assessing achievement goal orientation. In early December, the researcher collected a
fourth round of data for performance-control (phase 2) but the focus again was on
studying for exam 3. The student volunteers again filled out the effort regulation and
metacognitive self-regulation subscales of the MSLQ. Near mid-December, the students
took exam 3. Attached to the end of this exam was a brief questionnaire asking the
students what they expected to make on exam 3 and in the class, providing the researcher
with expected academic outcomes for exam 3 and the final grade for the course. The
students turned in their grade expectations to the instructor who forwarded this
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information to the researcher. Also attached to the last exam was information that
directed students to an email from their instructor where they found the final data
collection measure on the participant’s self-reflection (phase 3) of exam 3 outcome and
the effort and ability items of the MMCS. The students were asked to fill out this final
questionnaire after they had received grades from exam 3 and the course and emailed the
questionnaire back to their instructor.
The multiple collection model was used to decipher the student’s SRL capacity as
a high self-regulator or a low self-regulator. Characteristic differences from these
measures are highlighted during the discussion section of this study. These collections
also provided necessary information toward the discrepancy between expected and actual
outcomes as students self-report both expected and actual exam grades.
Data Analysis
The researcher used constructs representing each phase of Zimmerman’s SRL
model (self-efficacy, goal orientation, metacognitive self-regulation, effort regulation,
and attribution) to form a SRL assessment framework. The SRL assessment framework
was intended to aid in the identification of students who were reengagers of the SRL
cycle. The SRL assessment framework utilized five measurement instruments: the selfefficacy subscale of the MSLQ, the PALS, the effort regulation subscale of the MSLQ,
the metacognitive self-regulation subscale of the MSLQ, and the effort and ability
subscales of the MMCS. The reengagement identifier became the variable that the
researcher used to examine the specific factors (task size, teacher efficacy, and
discrepancy between expected and actual outcome) that might influence student
reengagement in the SRL cycle.
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Research Question 1. Is Zimmerman’s model of self-regulated learning an

applicable foundation for an assessment framework for reengagement of self-regulated
learners?
First, a student was identified as using or not using self-regulatory behaviors on
each of the five constructs being measured throughout the three-phase cycle. A student
received 1 point each time they were identified as using SRL through the cycle. At the
end of the cycle, a composite score was calculated. Students who received zero to 2
points were classified as low self-regulators and students who received 3 to 5 points were
classified as high self-regulators. This constituted the SRL assessment framework index
(see Table 3). This method of classification has been used in academic instruction
assessment in order to provide a comprehensive view of student performance within a
specific domain. This particular method also helps to associate students with a distinct
characteristic defined by the specific domain, which may then signal appropriate
instruction unique for the students’ classification of performance. For example, Rubin
(2011) used multiple measures (a cloze test, the Informal Reading Inventory, and a
running record) to assess three types of reading skills for each student. A composite score
was calculated to narrow students’ classification of reading performance into one of three
groups (frustrated, instructional, and independent). The comprehensive assessment
approach aids educators in how to better instruct students based on their reading
classification (Rubin, 2011).
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Table 3
SRL Assessment Framework
Phase
Construct
Awarded
Forethought
Self-efficacy
Goal Orientation
Performance
Control

Effort Regulation
Metacognition

Self-Reflection

Attributions

SRL Index Score
0-2
3-5

Low Self-regulator
High Self-regulator

Mean Score/Identifier
1-3
4-7
Performance
Mastery
1-3
4-7
1-3
4-7
Ability
Effort

Point
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
1

For the current study, a participant with the identification number 1234 scores a
mean score of 2 on the self-efficacy subscale of the MSLQ was projected as not using
SRL behavior (Pintrich et al., 1991) and earned zero points. However, a participant with
the identification number 5678 scored a mean score of 6 on self-efficacy was projected as
using SRL (Pintrich et al., 1991) and earned 1 point. The same range was also true for the
MSLQ subscales such as effort regulation and metacognitive self-regulation. Participant
5678 scored as having a mastery goal orientation on the PALS and received 1 point for
using SRL behaviors; and Participant 1234 scored as having a performance based goal
orientation received zero points for using SRL (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996). Lastly,
participant 1234 scored a mean score of 1 on the MMCS and was classified as not using
SRL behaviors, earned zero points; and participant 5678 scored a mean score of 3 and
was classified as using SRL (Weiner, 2000), earned 1 point. Thus, the participants
completed the SRL cycle with a cumulative assessment framework index between zero
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and 5. Participants, such as 1234, with a SRL index zero to 2 were classified as low selfregulators and participants, such as 5678, with a SRL index of 3 to 5 were classified as
high self-regulators. Once the SRL index was determined, the participants were placed in
one of two groups: reengagers and non-reengagers. Reengagers (group 1) were
participants who report high SRL assessment index in both cycle 1 and cycle 2 or were
participants who reported low self-regulators in cycle 1 and significantly higher selfregulators in cycle 2. Non-reengagers (group 2) were participants who reported low SRL
assessment index in both cycle 1 and cycle 2. See Table 4.
Table 4
Reengagers versus Non-Reengagers
Variable Identifier
Group #
Reengager
1
cycle 2

Non-reengager
cycle 2

2

.

Description
High self-regulator during cycle 1 AND
Low self-regulator during cycle 1 and high
self-regulator during cycle 2
Low self-regulator during cycle 1 AND
High self-regulator during cycle 1 and low .
self-regulator during cycle 2

Research Question 2. Is there a significant difference in the proportion of
students who are defined as reengageers or non-reengagers based on two academic task
sizes, a large task and a small task?
A two-way chi-square was used to test for significant differences in the proportion
of each type of self-regulator (i.e., reengager and non-reengager) in two types of
academic tasks, an academic task perceived by the student as being large in size and of
high value and an academic task perceived by the student as being small in size and
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having low value. The independent variable was academic task size, large academic task
size and small academic task size. The dependent or outcome variable was type of selfregulator, reengager or non-reengager.
Research Question 3. Do reengagers report discrepancy scores between expected
task outcome and actual task outcome significantly different than non-reengagers?
For the final question, a chi-square test of independence was used to determine if
the mean discrepancies between expected task outcome and actual task outcomes were
different for reengagers than for non-reengagers. Type of self-regulator, reengager or
non-reengager, was entered as the independent variables. The mean for the expected
outcome and actual outcome discrepancy was entered as the dependent variable.
Discrepancy score was given a value between -4 and +4 depending on the span and
direction of the discrepancy (expected/actual): A/A = 0, A/B = -1, A/C = -2, A/D = -3,
A/F = -4, F/F = 0, F/D = 1, F/C = 2, F/B = 3, F/A = 4.
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Chapter 3
Results
This chapter presents an analysis of the data collected as outlined by the methods

detailed in Chapter 2.
Demographic Results
A total of 141 usable questionnaires were utilized in this study. An initial
examination of the demographic data was carried out and indicated that of the 141
participants 88.7% were female (n = 125), 11.3% were male (n = 16). The participants
ranged in age from 18 to 42 with a mean age of 21 (SD = 4.46). The sample’s mean GPA
was 2.97 (SD = .53) and participants studied an average of 4.38 hours per week (SD =
3.95) for the course. Participants grouped as reengagers reported a mean final grade of a
1.99 (SD = .96) while non-reengagers reported mean final grades of a 2.45 (SD = 1.24).
Participants were also asked to provide the score they expected to receive on the exam for
each SRL cycle in order to provide discrepancy score which is the difference between
expected exam grade and actual exam grade. Reengagers reported a mean discrepancy
score of a -.56 (SD = .89) during cycle 1 and a -.56 (SD = .92) during cycle 2. Nonreengagers reported a mean discrepancy score of a -.38 (SD = 1.15) during cycle 1 and a .41 (SD = 1.05) during cycle 2. An independent t-test revealed that non-reengagers had
greater variability in their discrepancy score than reengagers, t(139) = -.93, p > .05 (cycle
1), t(139) = -.75, p > .05 (cycle 2). Data was also analyzed for confounding effects of the
demographic information on the variable of re-engagement.
Significant differences in re-engagement were explored for the variables of
gender, age, hours studied each week, and final grade. A chi-square test revealed no
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significant differences for gender and the variable of re-engagement, χ2 (df = 1, N = 141)
= .04, p > .05. Independent t-tests were utilized to identify any significant differences in
re-engagement based on the remaining demographic variables. There was no significant
difference found in re-engagement for age, t(139) = .78, p > .05. The same was true for
the participants’ GPA, t(116) = .98, p > .05. Hours studied each week for the course also
had no significance for re-engagement, t(139) = .75, p > .05. There was, however, a
significant difference on the final grade made in the course for re-engagement, t(139) = 2.14, p < .05.
Instrument Reliability
Next, reliability analysis was conducted on the PALS, MSLQ, and MMCS scales.
Cronbach’s alpha was used to measure the internal consistency of items in the scales at
both cycles. All of the scales were found to be reliable (Nunnally, 1967) ranging from
moderately (Cronbach’s α = .65) to highly reliable (Cronbach’s α = .91). The means
and standard deviations for each of the measurable scales for both cycle 1 and cycle 2 are
displayed in Table 5.
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Table 5
Descriptive Statistics for Measurable Constructs
Cycle 1
Minimum
Maximum
Mastery
2.80
5.00
Performance
1.00
5.00
Self-efficacy
2.75
7.00
Effort Regulation
2.00
7.00
Metacognition
2.25
7.00
Effort
0.83
4.00
Ability
0.50
3.83
Value
2.50
7.00
Cycle 2
Minimum
Maximum
Mastery
2.60
5.00
Performance
1.00
5.00
Self-efficacy
3.13
7.00
Effort Regulation
1.75
7.00
Metacognition
2.42
7.00
Effort
0.67
4.17
Ability
1.00
4.00
Value
2.33
7.00
Note. N = 141.

M
4.34
2.34
5.68
5.68
4.69
3.09
2.55
5.65
M
4.30
2.34
5.58
5.20
4.72
3.11
2.53
5.60

SD
0.57
0.62
1.02
1.02
0.97
0.60
0.59
0.97
SD
0.62
1.04
0.97
1.18
1.00
0.59
0.58
0.99

During analysis, a trend was observed where the reliability alphas were higher in
cycle 2 than in cycle 1. Pearson correlations showed significant correlation between cycle
1 and cycle 2 for each of the scales measured (p < .001). See Table 6. This trend will be
discussed further as a limitation of the current study.
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Table 6
Pearson Correlation for Measurable Subscales’ Cycle 1 and Cycle 2 Average
Measurable Subscales

Pearson Correlation

PALS Mastery Orientation

0.44*

PALS Performance Orientation

0.77*

MSLQ Effort Regulation

0.73*

MSLQ Self-efficacy

0.83*

MSLQ Value

0.68*

MMCS Effort

0.62*

MMCS Ability

0.62*

Note. * denotes significance p < .05.
Findings
Research Question 1. Is Zimmerman’s model of self-regulated learning an
applicable foundation for an assessment framework for reengagement of self-regulated
learners?
Averages for each of the subscales (mastery orientation, performance orientation,
self-efficacy, effort regulation, metacognition, effort attribution, and ability attribution)
were used to determine if the participants were using self-regulatory behaviors while
studying for two separate exams. Participants received a SRL assessment index score for
each cycle based on how many times they used self-regulatory behaviors. SRL
assessment index scores of zero to two were grouped as low self-regulators. SRL
assessment index scores of three to five were grouped as high self-regulators. See Table 7
for the frequencies for low and high self-regulated participants.
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Table 7
Frequencies of Low Self-regulators and High Self-regulators
Cycle 1
Frequency
High Self-regulators
103
Low Self-regulators
38
Total
141
Cycle 2
Frequency
High Self-regulators
112
Low Self-regulators
29
Total
141

Percent
73.00
27.00
100.00
Percent
79.40
20.60
100.00

Finally, the participants were grouped as reengagers and non-reengagers, which
defined the independent variable, re-engagement. Reengagers (group 1) were participants
who reported high SRL assessment index scores in both cycle 1 and cycle 2 or were
participants who were reported as low self-regulators in cycle 1 and significantly higher
self-regulators in cycle 2. Non-reengagers (group 2) were participants who reported low
SRL assessment index scores in both cycle 1 and cycle 2 or were participants who were
high self-regulators in cycle 1 and low self-regulators in cycle 2. See Table 8 for the
frequencies for the current sample of reengagers and non-reengagers. The dependent
variables were the participants’ self-regulatory paths through the three-phase model.
Table 8
Frequencies of SRL Reengagers and Non-reengagers
Description
Frequency
SRL Reengagers
112
SRL Non-reengagers
29
Total
141

Percent
79.40
20.60
100.00

A chi-square test of independence was performed to determine the existence of a
relationship between re-engagement and the participants’ self-regulatory paths through
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the three-phase model. A significant relationship was found between type of selfregulatory path and reengagement in the SRL process, χ2 (df = 7, N = 141) = 53.08, p <
.001. Thus, an investigation to find which group had a higher endorsement of selfregulatory path was conducted. Frequencies of self-regulatory paths were used to explore
Zimmerman’s cyclical model of SRL as an assessment framework for reengagement in
the SRL process. There were eight likely paths in which a student could travel through
Zimmerman’s three-phase model of SRL. For example, the participant could be a high
self-regulator in phase 1, a high self-regulator in phase 2, and a high self-regulator in
phase 3 (H->H->H). Another example shows a different path the participant could take: a
low self-regulator in phase 1, a high self-regulator in phase 2, and a high self-regulator in
phase 3 (L->H->H). An assessment of all eight path directions in proportion to
participant reengagement was performed (see Table 9 for cycle 1 results; see Table 10 for
cycle 2 results).
Table 9
Cycle 1 Path Groups and Reengager Groups Cross Tabulation
Path Groups
Reengagers (n / %) Non-reengagers (n / %)
H->H->H
27 / 100.0%
0 / 0.0%
H->H->L
20 / 90.9%
2 / 9.1%
H->L->H
31 / 88.6%
4 / 11.4%
H->L->L
17 / 85.0%
3 / 15.0%
L->H->H
6 / 79.4%
0 / 0.0%
L->H->L
2 / 66.7%
1 / 33.3%
L->L->H
6 / 42.9%
8 / 57.1%
L->L->L
3 / 21.4%
11 / 78.6%
Total
112 / 79.4%
29 / 20.6%
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27
22
35
20
6
3
14
14
141
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Table 10
Cycle 2 Path Groups and Reengager Groups Cross Tabulation
Path Groups
H->H->H
H->H->L
L->H->H
L->H->L
H->L->H
L->L->H
H->L->L
L->L->L
Total

Reengagers (n / %)
78 / 100.0%
11 / 91.7%
7 / 70.0%
4 / 57.1%
9 / 56.3%
3 / 25.0%
0 / 0.0%
0 / 0.0%
112 / 79.4%

Non-reengagers (n / %)
0 / 0.0%
1 / 8.3 %
3 / 30.0%
3 / 42.9%
7 / 43.8%
9 / 75.0%
1 / 100.0%
5 / 100.0%
29 / 20.6%

Total
78
12
10
7
16
12
1
5
141

Research Question 2. Is there a significant difference in the proportion of
students who are defined as reengageers or non-reengagers based on two academic task
sizes, a large task and a small task or task value?
Based on the participants’ ranked order of five academic tasks, participants were
grouped first if they believed tests were larger in academic size than quizzes and then
again if they believed tests were larger in value than quizzes. First, a chi-square analysis
was performed with the ranked academic size as the independent variable and the
participants’ re-engagement as the dependent variable. No significant relationship was
found between re-engagement and the participants’ designation that a test was larger in
academic size than a quiz, χ2 (df = 1, N = 141) = .84, p = .36.
Next, a chi-square analysis was performed with the ranked academic value as the
independent variable and the participants’ re-engagement as the dependent variable.
Again, there was no significant difference found between the participants’ re-engagement
and the participants’ designation that a test was larger in academic value than a quiz,
χ2(df = 1, N = 141) = .10, p = .75.
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Finally, a chi-square was performed to determine if there was a significant

difference between the participants’ re-engagement and the participants’ perceived value
for each of the two tests stated in this study as the academic tasks. A significant
difference was found between perceived value in the academic task and re-engagement in
the SRL process for both cycle 1, χ2 (df = 1, N = 141) = 4.83, p = .03 and cycle 2, χ2 (df =
1, N = 141) = 17.54, p < .001.
Research Question 3. Do reengagers report discrepancy scores between
expected task outcome and actual task outcome significantly different than nonreengagers?
In order to examine the differences between expected task outcome (expected test
grade) and actual task outcome (actual test grade), the discrepancy between the two test
grades was given a value between -4 and +4 depending on the span and direction of the
discrepancy (expected/actual): A/A = 0, A/B = -1, A/C = -2, A/D = -3, A/F = -4, F/F = 0,
F/D = 1, F/C = 2, F/B = 3, F/A = 4. Re-engagement was entered as the independent
variable. The mean for the expected outcome and actual outcome discrepancy was
entered as the dependent variable. The group statistics for the differences of outcomes
between reengagers and non-reengagers in cycles 1 and 2 are listed in Table 11.
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Table 11
Group Statistics for Expected and Actual Outcome Discrepancy Scores
Cycle 1
N
Mean
Std. Deviation
Mean
Reengagers
112
-0.56
0.89
Non-reengagers
29
-0.38
1.15
Cycle 2
Reengagers
112
-0.56
0.92
Non-reengagers
29
-0.41
1.05

Std. Error
0.08
0.21
0.09
0.20

An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare actual task outcome
discrepancy from expected task outcome in participants’ re-engagement for both cycle 1
and cycle 2. During cycle 1, there was no significant difference in task outcome
discrepancy scores for reengagers (M = -.56, SD = 0.89) and non-reengagers (M = -0.38,
SD = 1.15); t(139) = -.93, p = .35. During cycle 2, there was no significant difference in
task outcome discrepancy scores for reengagers (M = -0.56, SD = 0.92) and nonreengagers (M = -0.41, SD = 1.05); t(139) = -0.75, p = 0.45. Thus, there was no
difference between participants’ expected task outcome and their actual task outcome,
both in cycles 1 and 2 (see Table 12).
Table 12
Independent Samples Test for Outcome Discrepancy Scores
Equal Variances Assumed t
df
Sig. Mean Diff.
Conf.
Cycle 1
-0.93 139 0.35 -0.18
0.21
Cycle 2
-0.75 139 0.45 -0.15
0.24

Std. Err.

95%

0.20

-0.57,

0.20

-0.54,

No significant differences between reengagers and non-rengagers were found at
cycle 1 (p =.35) or cycle 2 (p =.45). Though there was no significant difference between
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the mean, the variability was high for the variance between expected task outcome and
actual task outcome for non-reengagers during cycle 1 and not in cycle 2. A Pearson
correlation was performed and a positive and significant relationship of outcome
discrepancy scores was found between cycle 1 and cycle 2 (r = .36, p < .001).
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Chapter 4
Discussion and Implications

Discussion
The primary purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between
students’ self-perceptions, actual actions, and self-reflections of a specific learning
activity during an actual learning cycle, and in doing so to look at what encouraged
students to reengage into the next cycle of self-regulated learning (SRL). The study
utilized Zimmerman’s (2000) three-phase cyclical model of SRL as a model framework
while measuring processes and constructs described as key aspects of each phase —selfefficacy and achievement goal orientation (forethought phase), effort regulation and
metacognitive self-regulation (performance-control phase), and effort-based causal
attributions for success (self-reflective phase) (Cleary & Zimmerman, 2004; Zimmerman,
2002). These constructs were examined longitudinally, as suggested by former research
(Hadwin et al., 2004), to form an assessment framework for reengagement of SRL cycles.
Zimmerman’s three-phase cyclical model of SRL is supported by theoretical
literature, and two-part segments of the model are supported by empirical findings (e.g.,
Butler & Winne, 1995; Pintrich, 1999; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1988; Zimmerman,
2008). However, no research has sought to quantitatively validate Zimmerman’s full
three-phase model of SRL (Hadwin et al., 2004). Furthermore, no previous research
literature was found that examined the directional sequence of the full three-phase model
and the cyclical effect across two cycles for consecutive, similar learning tasks. This
study addressed these gaps in the literature, which is important because the SRL
processes have independently been shown to have significant positive effects on learning
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outcomes (Zimmerman, 1990) and, thus, the SRL processes working together within a
validated model should result in similar or more powerful effects on learning outcomes.
A learner who works through the three phases multiple times is reengaging in the
learning cycle. The more completed cycles the student experiences, the more selfregulated the student’s learning becomes (Zimmerman, 2002, 2008). Without this type of
research, no characteristics of SRL reengagers could be found nor the factors that might
impact the rate of SRL acquisition. Assessing the student’s SRL potential
comprehensively can assist educators to create or continue the reengagement momentum
and thus increase learner performance.
This study addressed another deficit in the research literature by examining the
impact of perceived task size, task value, and outcome expectations on students’
reengagement in SRL. Researchers and theorists have suggested that these variables are
catalysts and barriers to learning (i.e., Lyke & Young, 2006; Perry et al., 2002; Pintrich &
Schrauben, 1992; Tollefson, 2000; Vollmer, 1986), and the results of this study indicated
they have a mixed influence on reengagement. No significant relationship was found
between re-engagement and the participants’ designation that a test was larger in
academic size than a quiz (p = .36). There was also no significant difference found
between the participants’ re-engagement and the participant’s designation that a test was
larger in academic value than a quiz (p = .75). However, a significant difference was
found between perceived value in the academic task and reengagement in the SRL
process for both cycle 1 (p = .03) and cycle 2 (p < .001). In other words, within the
current sample, perceived task value positively influenced SRL re-engagement.
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Self-regulated Learning Assessment Framework. The first research question

investigated Zimmerman’s model of SRL to determine if it could stand as an applicable
model for an assessment framework for reengagement of self-regulated learners. This
was facilitated by utilizing the subscale scores of master orientation and performance
orientation on the Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales (PALS), the self-efficacy, effort
regulation, and metacognition subscales on the Motivational Strategies for Learning
Questionnaire (MSLQ), and the effort and ability subscales on the Multidimensionalmultiattributional Causality Scale (MMCS). A SRL assessment index score (zero-five)
was given to each of the participants based on how many times they reported SRL
activities during learning cycle 1 and again in learning cycle 2. Finally, the participants
were grouped as a reengager or a non-reengager depending on their two SRL index
scores. With Zimmerman’s three-phase model as a theoretical framework, SRL paths for
each participant were examined to find that there is a significant relationship between the
type of self-regulated path the participant took through Zimmerman’s three-phase model
and whether the participant reengaged in subsequent SRL cycles.
During cycle 1, results showed that 100% (27/27) of participants who had the
SRL path H->H->H were self-regulated learners who reengaged in the SRL process.
Study participants who had at least two H->H patterns shared the highest proportion of
self-regulated reengagers (71 %, n = 84/119). Those who had the path L->L->L exhibited
the higher percentage of non-reengagers (78.6%, n = 11/14). During Cycle 2, results
indicated again that 100% (78/78) of participants who had the SRL path H->H->H were
self-regulated learners who reengaged in the learning process. Study participants who had
at least two L->L patterns shared the highest proportion of non-reengagers in the SRL
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process (72%, n = 18/25). Also, as in cycle 1 study participants who had at least two
consecutive H->H patterns shared the highest probabilities of reengagement (85.7%, n =
96/112). It is important to note that participants with paths H->H->H or H->H->L shared
the highest proportion of reengagement (79.5%, n = (78+11)/112).
In other words, learners who utilized the SRL behaviors (e.g., learning new
information because it is important to the learner, studying new information despite
disinterest) relative to at least two of the phases in Zimmerman’s (2000) three-phase
model of SRL were more likely to reengage in a subsequent cycle of SRL. In addition,
learners who lacked SRL behaviors relative to at least two of the phases in Zimmerman’s
SRL model were less likely to reengage in a subsequent cycle of SRL. These findings
support the research suggestion that while examining SRL as a whole is more difficult, it
is necessary and assumed to have significant contributions to the field of educational
psychology (Hadwin et al., 2004). The findings are important because they translate how
crucial it is for students to continuously utilize SRL behaviors. Furthermore, the findings
highlight how often a learner needs to be active in SRL behaviors in order to reengage
during subsequent learning tasks. This supports many researchers’ reports that examined
portions of Zimmerman’s model (e.g., Butler & Winne, 1995; Pintrich, 1999) and more
significantly the validation of the SRL three-phase model in its entirety (Zimmerman,
2000).
This research uniquely contributes to the literature because no prior research
could be found that examined the SRL model as an assessment framework for selfregulated reengagers. The assessment framework provides a disaggregated view of an
entire SRL cycle and offers temporal information about students’ individual SRL and
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their probability for reengagement. These findings are important because if educators can
assess when the most crucial times are during a self-regulatory cycle, they can help guide
students towards more effective self-regulatory cycles, and thus towards higher
achievement outcomes.
Task Size and Task Value. The second research question investigated whether
there was a significant difference in the portion of students who were defined as
reengagers or non-reengagers based on task size or task value. First, task size was
indicated by the participants’ rankings of task size between a large, more valuable
academic task (e.g., a test or exam) and a small, less valuable academic task (e.g., a quiz).
Then, task value was indicated by the participants’ rankings of task value between a
large, more valuable academic task (e.g., a test or exam) and a small, less valuable
academic task (e.g., a quiz). Lastly, participants’ perceived value of the two academic
tasks given (e.g., exam 2 and exam 3) was examined during two SRL cycles (cycle 1 and
cycle 2) based on the value subscale from the MSLQ. The results showed no relationship
between the participants’ ranked task size and being a self-regulated reengager (p > .05).
In addition results did not show a relationship between the participants’ ranked task value
and being a self-regulated reengager (p > .05). However, the results revealed the
existence of a relationship between the participants’ re-engagement and the participants’
perceived value for a specific academic task (p < .001). In other words, reengagers were
more likely to place a high value on the academic task at hand (an exam) and nonreengagers were more likely to not value the academic task. These findings are
significant because it gives researchers a glimpse into an important stimulus towards
learners’ reengagement of subsequent SRL learning cycles. In this case, the stimulus
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towards SRL reengagement is the learner’s high value of an academic task. With this
information, educators can acknowledge why building learner value of an academic task
is important to the overall learning process.
The findings on task size in the current study are inconsistent with past research
that suggests task size does influence the effort and engagement towards learning tasks
(Caulfield, 2010). However, Caulfield (2010) expressed that graduate students in his
study interpreted the constructs differently than perhaps the study intended. For example,
participants could interpret task size in any of the following ways, difficulty of the task,
value of the task, or time that is needed to be spent on the task, thus weakening the
content validity of the current rankings for generalizing task size and task value.
Caulfield’s (2010) findings are important for researchers to understand and cautiously
examine the constructs being assessed within the SRL model when searching for
additional influencers and barriers to SRL reengagement.
The findings of the current study on task value and task size however are
congruent with previous research that determined the relationship between perceived
value of a specific task and strategy use, effortful behavior (Pintrich & Schrauben, 1992)
and engagement in learning activities (Caulfield, 2010). Most prior research investigated
task value in relation to motivation, which only constituted phase 1 of Zimmerman’s
(2000) model of SRL. The current study uniquely contributes to the research because the
study examines the relationship of task value and reengagement in the SRL process,
which makes looking at the entire model necessary. These findings are important because
a better understanding of factors, such as perceived task value, that influence selfregulated reengagement in learners can help educators support their students in the
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acquisition of learning skills and thus achievement. Pintrich et al. (1991) provides an
example for how educators can help learners increase value for uninteresting topics of
learning. From the suggested learning materials (e.g., a text book), the learner should
choose several interesting topics and several uninteresting topics and then brainstorm on
what factors make the interesting topics appealing. Finally, the learner can identify those
appealing factors in the uninteresting topics creating learner value in the once uninspiring
topics.
Expected and Actual Task Outcome Discrepancy Scores. The third research
question explored whether reengagers reported higher or lower discrepancy scores
between expected task outcome and actual task outcome compared to non-reengagers.
Findings indicate there was no significant relationship between discrepancy scores and
being a reengager. In other words, learners characterized as SRL reengagers do not differ
from non-reengagers in the way that they expect a grade for their academic performance.
Findings further failed to support a relationship between discrepancy scores and being a
non-reengager. Thus, the study cannot report that reengagers have higher or lower
discrepancy scores of task outcome compared to non-reengagers. This finding is
inconsistent with former research that suggests expectancy of outcome and interpretation
of an academic outcome affect phase 3, the reflection, phase of the SRL cycle (Tollefson,
2000) and more substantially influences subsequent grades (Lyke & Young, 2006; Perry
et al., 2002; Vollmer, 1986). However, the current findings are most consistent with
Vollmer (1986) results that suggest that outcome expectancy does not encourage learner
effort thus not effecting learner reengagement.
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Implications
The results of this study have implications for future research and practice related
to SRL. As a student successfully completes more SRL cycles, the student’s selfregulation of learning improves (Zimmerman, 2002, 2008). Thus, the next section of the
paper will describe why this study is an important first step in understanding factors that
support or impede students’ proclivity for reengaging in subsequent SRL cycles. The
current results confirmed previous suggestions that examining SRL in its entirety is
necessary and can contribute significantly to research (Hadwin et al., 2004). The results
of this study extended the understanding of how researchers can utilize Zimmerman’s
three-phase model as a foundation for an assessment framework for self-regulated learner
reengagement. The assessment framework can assess learners who are at-risk for not
reengaging in the SRL process. Also, the SRL assessment framework can assist educators
and researchers in revealing factors that influence and deter SRL re-engagement.
Extending the understanding of this model can assist researchers and educators in the
future support of learner acquisition of SRL beliefs, knowledge, and skills. This line of
investigation is important as research indicates that SRL influences student persistence
(Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1997, 1999) and academic success (Zimmerman, 1990).
SRL Reengagement Assessment Framework Implications. The findings that
Zimmerman’s (2000) model of SRL served as an applicable foundation for the SRL
assessment framework for self-regulated reengagement is important because SRL and its
sub-processes are critical to academic success. Zimmerman (2002, 2008) states that a
major function of education is the development of life-long learning skills. If researchers
and educators are able to predict reengagement in the SRL process and know the critical
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temporal points of the process, they could better assist in learning achievement as well as
the temporal aspects in the acquisition of learning.
Research has not looked deep enough into what constructs impact attainment or
acquisition of self-regulatory processes (Wolters, 2010). Thus, future research should
continue to examine the entire SRL cycle and the reengagement into subsequent cycles in
order to further explore a model for self-regulated reengagement. For example, the
current findings assert that the larger proportion of students who reengaged in the
learning process had H->H path scenario during the cycle of learning. Structural Equation
Modeling (SEM) could assist in confirming if particular path designs lead to an increased
acquisition of learning.
Perceived Task Value Implications. The findings that there is a strong
relationship between perceived value in the academic task and reengagement in the SRL
process is important because personal perception leads to personal motivations (Ames,
1992; Dweck & Elliot, 1983) and motivation explains why learners initially engage in an
academic task (Pintrich & Zusho, 2002). Specifically, research has indicated a positive
correlation between perceived value and effortful behavior, which aids in academic
achievement (Caulfield, 2010; Pintrich & Schrauben, 1992). Most importantly, the
current findings have linked perceived value to the entire model of SRL instead of to the
forethought phase alone (p = < .001). Establishing the relationship between perceived
value of a task and the reengagement of similar tasks is an import step in exploring the
acquisition of learning.
More specifically, these findings express the importance for educators to use
research-based practices to build learner value for task-specific instruction. For example,
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Schukajlaw et al. (2012) found that modeling math problems not only increased students’
performance outcomes but also had positive effects on the students’ perceived value of
the task. The current findings support that when educators utilize research-based practices
for encouraging students’ perceived value of the task, they are more likely to reengage in
subsequent academic learning tasks and have increased performance outcomes.
Task Outcome Implications. Since the findings in this study indicate that there
is not a significant relationship between expected and actual grade discrepancies and
these findings are inconsistent with existing research, more research is needed. Vollmer’s
(1986) research indicated expected grade predicted actual grade, as students used
knowledge of effort spent and beliefs about ability to establish an expected grade. While
previous research looked at how already employed self-regulatory processes affect
outcome expectancy (Tollefson, 2000), it is important to examine how outcome
discrepancy affects future processes.
Though there was no significant difference in the equality of the mean, the
variability was high for the variance between expected task outcome and actual task
outcome for non-reengagers during cycle 1 (SD reengagers = .89, SD non-reengagers =
1.15) and not in cycle 2 (SD reengagers = .92, SD non-reengagers = 1.05) A significant
positive relationship was found in outcome discrepancy scores between cycle 1 and cycle
2 (r = .36, p < .001). The reason for this could be that there was learning behavior carry
over from cycle 1 to cycle 2 since only three weeks passed between cycles. This finding
is important because future research could explore how simple training can affect
awareness of a learner’s self-regulation and thus more concise self-regulatory behaviors
in subsequent cycles.
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With Zimmerman’s three-phase model as a theoretical framework, the current

study formed an assessment framework for reengagement of SRL cycles, which can
assist educators in assessing students at-risk for not reengaging in learning tasks. With the
current findings, educators can identify and utilize training for characteristics (high levels
of SRL behaviors, perceived task value, and expectations of outcome) of SRL
reengagers. Although!the!current!findings!have!direct!implications!for!practitioners!
and!learners,!they!also!present!a!number!of!avenues!for!future!research.
Implications for future research. The current study initiates questions about
SRL re-engagement that can be explored during future research. The study’s findings
assert that the larger proportion of students who reengaged in the learning process had
H->H path scenario during the cycle of learning. Further research could examine the
characteristics of learners who engage in the following four SRL paths: H->H->H;
H->H->L; H->L->H; L->H->H.
While the current study looked at the internal psychological factors that could
influence self-regulated reengagement, there are external environmental factors that may
provide further insight into what encourages or interferes with reengagement. For
example, future research should also investigate other factors that may influence
reengaging in SRL such as teacher efficacy beliefs. Teacher efficacy is defined as the
self-reflective judgment of one’s ability to influence or bring about valued student
outcomes, engagement, and learning, regardless of student or environmental attributes
(Pajares, 1996; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, & Hoy, 1998).
Teacher efficacy strongly correlates with classroom management skills (Woolfolk,
Rossoff, & Hoy, 1990), student achievement (Guskey, 1981), and student motivation
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(Midgley, Feldlaufer, & Eccles, 1989). A teacher with high self-efficacy models positive
learning skills such as persistence at a task, risk taking, and innovated strategy use in the
classroom (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Cousins & Walker, 2000). This is significant because
effort regulation and strategy use are key constructs in Zimmerman’s (2000)
performance-control phase of self-regulated learning. Thus, a learner’s response to the
teacher’s self-efficacy beliefs might impact reengagement of SRL. By providing research
that better understands the factors that keep students to continue to reengage in the SRL
process, educators may be better equipped to support not only student learning but the
acquisition of student learning.
In addition to research on the most adaptive SRL paths and additional factors that
impact SRL reengagement, future research should study the SRL assessment framework
in other fields outside of education. It is also suggested to study this process within other
levels of study, outside the undergraduate population, such as secondary education and
graduate level populations. Lastly, it is important to examine the SRL assessment
framework with other types of learning tasks, outside the realm of exams, such as writing
papers, creating presentations, and working on an academic task with a group. Future
research suggests the study of these inquiries will impact the research on self-regulated
learning and SRL reengagement.
Limitations
There were limitations of this study concerning the first research question.
Specifically, the low self-regulator group for both cycle 1 (n = 38; 27.0%) and cycle 2
(n = 29; 20.6%) was small and disproportionate with the high self-regulator group for
cycle 1 (n = 103; 79.4%) and cycle 2 (n = 112; 79.4%). These groups caused the variable
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group of reengagers (n = 112; 79.4%) and non-reengagers (n = 29; 20.6%) to also be
disproportionate during each analysis. The loss of 90 participants during the study could
have been a factor in the low number of non-reengagers. It is probable that the majority
of participants that did not complete the study was the result of the lack of self-regulated
learning behaviors thus characterizing the participants as non-reengagers. In addition to
the number of incomplete surveys, further disaggregating the classification of goal
orientation might influence the participant’s re-engagement group classification. The
current study measured goal orientation as either mastery (a self-regulated learning
behavior) or performance-approach (a non-self-regulated learning behavior). However,
research has shown performance-approach can be an adaptive goal orientation and lead to
self-regulatory behaviors. Deciphering a participant’s goal orientation between
performance-approach and performance-avoidance would provide a more detailed
account of the forethought phase. Accessing a larger sample, reducing the number of
participants who do not complete the study, and utilizing a measure for performanceavoidance goal orientation would enable the research to better explore the characteristics
and factors influencing SRL reengagement.
There were limitations of this study concerning the second research question.
Specifically, the ranking procedure to establish the participants’ perception of task size
led to non-significant results. The current study is unable to report a relationship nor a
non-relationship between task size and SRL reengagement because the findings on task
size of the current study were inconsistent with past research (Caulfield, 2010). A more
valid measure for task size will need to be utilized in future research to explore whether
task size is a hindrance or an influence for reengagement in the self-regulatory process.
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There were also limitations that impacted the study as a whole. First, there was

improvement in reliability indices in cycle 2 compared to cycle 1 indicating a test-retest
impact. This trend suggests there was possibly a learning effect from participants taking
cycle 1 measures to participants taking cycle 2 measures. Results showed significant
correlations between cycle 1 and cycle 2 for each of the scales measured (p < .001). For
future research, it is suggested to allow more time between cycle 1 measures and cycle 2
measures or to utilize a metric that explores systematic error during a test-retest
measurement design similar to the intraclass correlation coefficient discussed by Weir
(2005) in the physiological sciences domain.
Another limitation of the study was that the researcher utilized self-report
measures. Though the perception of the participants was important to the theoretical
framework of the study, self-report measures can also be seen as a limitation of the study.
The SRL reengager group could possibly be inflated if participants answered the surveys
to show academic behavior they wish they had performed instead of how they actually
performed. Also, the current study was formed with a convenience sample from one
course at one university. The population also included one general age group and was
unequally female. Thus, the findings are not generalizable to other populations. Future
research is needed to validate the current study in an experimental design across topics
and age groups. The final limitation of the study was the possible contamination of the
data when the instructor intercepted the final data collection surveys. The original
procedure of the study did not call for the instructor to be involved but due to Institutional
Review Board decisions, the instructor was asked to collect final data surveys via email
and forward the surveys to the researcher since the final data collection occurred after the
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conclusion of the semester. This strategy was used as a solution to maintain the highest
possible level of confidentiality.
Conclusions
The purpose of this study was to examine Zimmerman’s three-phase model of
SRL in its entirety and through multiple academic tasks in order to form an assessment
framework for reengagement of the SRL cycle. Furthermore, the study explored several
factors that might influence the reengagement of the SRL cycle. In this study, the
participants were classified as low self-regulators or high self-regulators depending on
how many times self-regulatory behaviors (self-efficacy, mastery goal orientation, effort
regulation, metacognition, and the outcome causality of effort) were utilized. Then, a
self-regulated reengager was defined as a learner who was classified as a high selfregulator during both cycle 1 and cycle 2 of the academic tasks, or a low self-regulator
during cycle 1 and a high self-regulator during cycle 2 of the academic tasks.
Further, the results of this study indicated the importance and contribution of
examining Zimmerman’s model in its entirety. Specifically, Zimmerman’s (2000) model
of SRL was considered an applicable foundation for the SRL assessment framework for
defining reengagers of the self-regulatory learning process. Results show that 100% of
participants who were high self-regulators during each of the three phases (forethought
phase, performance control phase, and reflection phase) were self-regulated learners who
reengaged in the learning process. The results demonstrate how crucial it is for students
to continuously utilize SRL behaviors. Study participants who had at least two phases of
high self-regulated learner behaviors shared the highest proportion of self-regulated
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reengagers. It is important to know how often a learner needs to be active in SRL
behaviors in order to reengage during subsequent learning tasks.
This study provides insight into some factors that might impact reengagement.
For this sample, results revealed the existence of a positive relationship between the
participants’ re-engagement and the participants’ perceived value for a specific academic
task. This study highlights the importance of this relationship because it denotes one
factor that can influence or hinder a learner in reengaging in the self-regulatory learning
process, thus altering the acquisition of learning. In order to improve learning
achievement, future research must explore additional factors that might affect the
reengagement of SRL. By attending to the results of this study and engaging in the future
research suggestions, research literature on the reengagement of SRL may be expanded
and educators may become better able to assist learners in engaging and reengaging in
SRL and subsequently improved learning outcomes.
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Appendix A
Informed Consent Form
Consent to Participate in a Research Study
Reengaging in a cyclical model of self-regulated learning

WHY ARE YOU BEING INVITED TO TAKE PART IN THIS RESEARCH?
You are being invited to take part in a research study about self-regulated learning. If you
volunteer to take part in this study, you will be one of about 300 people to do so at the
University of Memphis.

WHO IS DOING THE STUDY?
The person in charge of this study is Hope Johnson Link of University of Memphis
Department of Educational Psychology and Research. She is being guided in this
research by Dr. Susan Magun- Jackson. There are no other researchers for this study.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY?
The purpose of this study is to examine Zimmerman’s three-phase cyclical model of selfregulated learning in its entirety. In order to observe all three phases and observe more
than one learning cycle, information will need to be collected multiple times during the
semester. This will help us to define what it means to REENGAGE in self-regulated
learning. Internal learner factors (perceived academic task size and outcome
expectations) will also be examined as influencers of reengagement in the self- regulated
learning cycle. Because a large body of research indicates that aspects of Zimmerman’s
model powerfully influence students’ learning and achievement, it is necessary to study
the model as a whole. By doing this study, we hope to be able to characterize selfregulated learning reengagers and the factors that might impact the rate of self-regulated
learning acquisition. Also, the quantifiable results from the study will add to the selfregulated learning research providing educators support in their teaching.

ARE THERE REASONS WHY YOU SHOULD NOT TAKE PART IN THIS
STUDY?
To the best of our knowledge, the things you will be doing have no more risk of harm
than you would experience in everyday life.
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WHERE IS THE STUDY GOING TO TAKE PLACE AND HOW LONG WILL IT
LAST?
The research procedures will be conducted in your EDPR 2111 classroom and during
regular scheduled class times. Information will be collected by paper and pencil surveys
multiple times throughout the semester. Each of those visits will take about 4 minutes.
The total amount of time you will be asked to volunteer for this study is 20 minutes over
the next 45 days.

WHAT WILL YOU BE ASKED TO DO?
Information will be collected by using paper and pencil surveys. The surveys are brief in
number of questions and you will answer based on a continuum scale. For example, you
might see a statement such as, “I believe I will receive an excellent grade in this class.”
You will then rank the statement on a scale 0-4; 0 designating that you strongly disagree
with the statement and 4 designating that you strongly agree with the statement. The brief
data collections will occur multiple (4 in class, 2 attached to tests) times throughout the
semester. The surveys require 2-4 minutes to complete for each classroom visit. You will
complete surveys during your study planning stage, study stage, and after your test scores
are received. This process will occur for two separate tests during the semester.

WHAT ARE THE POSSIBLE RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS?
To the best of our knowledge, the things you will be doing have no more risk of harm
than you would experience in everyday life. No funds have been set aside by the
University for research related injury.

WILL YOU BENEFIT FROM TAKING PART IN THIS STUDY?
There is no guarantee that you will get any benefit from taking part in this study.
However, some people have experienced increased understanding of their learning
simply by being exposed to components of self-regulated learning. Your willingness to
take part, however, may, in the future, help society as a whole better understand this
research topic.

DO YOU HAVE TO TAKE PART IN THE STUDY?
If you decide to take part in the study, it should be because you really want to volunteer.
You will not lose any benefits or rights you would normally have if you choose not to
volunteer. You can stop at any time during the study and still keep the benefits and rights
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you had before volunteering. All partial surveys collected will be shredded immediately.
As a student, if you decide not to take part in this study, your choice will have no effect
on you academic status or grade in the class.

IF YOU DON’T WANT TO TAKE PART IN THE STUDY, ARE THERE OTHER
CHOICES?
If you do not want to be in the study, there are no other choices except not to take part in
the study.

WHAT WILL IT COST YOU TO PARTICIPATE?
There are no costs associated with taking part in the study.

WILL YOU RECEIVE ANY REWARDS FOR TAKING PART IN THIS STUDY?
You will not receive any rewards or payment for taking part in the study.

WHO WILL SEE THE INFORMATION THAT YOU GIVE?
I will make every effort to keep private all research records to the extent allowed by law.
Your information will be combined with information from other people taking part in the
study. When I write about the study to share it with other researchers, I will write about
the combined information I have gathered. You will not be personally identified in these
written materials as I am not requesting your name. The investigator has no known prior
knowledge of or relationship with you as a perspective subject. You will be given a
randomly assigned identification number to be utilized initially on the demographic
questionnaire and subsequently on each survey. The investigator will store the paper
surveys in a private locked room off campus for 12 months. After such time, the paper
surveys will be shredded and disposed of. The data collected will be transferred from
paper to a private password protected computer that belongs solely to the investigator for
the purpose of organization and data analysis. The data collected will not be shared.
These procedures will be utilized to offer the maximum confidentiality possible. I will
keep private all research records that I collect with the extent allowed by law.
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WHAT IF YOU HAVE QUESTIONS, SUGGESTIONS, CONCERNS, OR
COMPLAINTS?
Before you decide whether to accept this invitation to take part in the study, please ask
any questions that might come to mind now. Later, if you have questions, suggestions,
concerns, or complaints about the study, you can contact the investigator, Hope Johnson
Link at jhjohnso@memphis.edu. If you have any questions about your rights as a
volunteer in this research, contact the Institutional Review Board staff at the University
of Memphis at 901-678-3074. I will give you a signed copy of this consent form to take
with you.

WHAT IF NEW INFORMATION IS LEARNED DURING THE STUDY THAT
MIGHT AFFECT YOUR DECISION TO PARTICIPATE?
If the researcher learns of new information in regards to this study, and it might change
your willingness to stay in this study, the information will be provided to you. You may
be asked to sign a new informed consent form if the information is provided to you after
you have joined the study.
Signature of person agreeing to take part in the study:

Date:

_________________________________________

______________

Printed name of person agreeing to take part in the study:
_________________________________________
Name of [authorized] person obtaining informed consent: Date:
_________________________________________

_______________

Institutional Review Board
315 Administration Bldg. Memphis, TN 38152-3370
Office: 901.678.3074 Fax: 901.678.2199
IRB #: 2409 Expiration Date: November 16, 2013
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Appendix B
Demographic Survey
Instructions: Please answer all questions by writing directly on the questionnaire.
1. Gender:

Male

Female

2. What is your age? ________
3. What is your race/ethnicity? Please circle one:
African American

Asian

Caucasian

Hispanic

Other

4. What is your cumulative Grade Point Average (GPA)? _________
5. How many hours per week do you spend studying for this course?______
5. What do you expect to make in this class? A B C D F
6. Rank the following academic tasks from larger/more difficult to smaller/less difficult,
(1 designating the largest/most difficult task):
______Class Presentation
______Exam
______Paper
______Quiz
______Group Project
7. Rank the following academic tasks from most valuable to least valuable,
(1 designating the most valuable task):
______Class Presentation
______Exam
______Paper
______Quiz
______Group Project
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Appendix C
Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales (PALS)

This survey is looking at your academic goals for learning the information that will be
assessed during your exam. Read the following statements and rank them according to
this 1-5 scale. Simply circle the number under each statement.
“Not at all true”…………….…”Somewhat true”……….………….……”Very true”
1
2
3
4
5
1. It’s important to me that I learn a lot of new concepts for this test.
1
2 3 4
5
2. It’s important to me that other students in my class think I am good at
my class work.
1
2 3 4
5
3. It’s important to me that I don’t look stupid during this test.
1
2 3 4
5
4. One of my goals in class is to learn as much as I can.
1
2 3 4
5
5. One of my goals is to show others that I’m good at my test.
1
2 3 4
5
6. One of my goals is to keep others from thinking I’m not smart in class.
1
2 3 4
5
7. One of my goals is to master a lot of new skills for this test.
1
2 3 4
5
8. One of my goals is to show others that class work is easy for me.
1
2 3 4
5
9. It’s important to me that my teacher doesn’t think that I know less than
others in class.
1
2 3 4
5
10. It’s important to me that I thoroughly understand my work for test 2.
1
2 3 4
5
11. One of my goals is to look smart in comparison to the other students
in my class.
1
2 3 4
5
12. One of my goals in class is to avoid looking like I have trouble doing
the test.
1
2 3 4
5
13. It’s important to me that I improve my skills for this test.
1
2 3 4
5
14. It’s important to me that I look smart compared to others in my class.
1
2 3 4
5
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Appendix D
Motivational Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ)

This survey is looking at your academic motivation and learning strategy use for learning the
information that will be assessed during your exam. Read the following statements and rank them
according to this 1-7 scale. Simply circle the number under each statement.
“Not at all
“Very true
true of me”………………………………………………………………………..of me”
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
1. I think I will be able to use what I learn from working on this test for other tasks.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. I believe I will receive an excellent grade in this class.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. During class time I often miss important points because I’m thinking of other things.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. I often feel so lazy or bored when I study for this class that I quit before I finish what I planned to
do.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. It is important for me to learning the material for this test.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. I’m certain I can understand the most difficult material presented in the readings for this course.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. When reading for this course, I make up questions to help focus my reading.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. I work hard to do well in this class even if I don’t like what we are doing.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. I am very interested in the content area for this test.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. I’m confident I can understand the basic concepts taught in this course.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. When I become confused about something I’m reading for this class, I go back and try to figure it
out.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. When course work is difficult, I give up or only study the easy parts.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. I think the material for this test is useful for me to learn.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

99!
!

!

!

!

!

14. I’m confident I can understand the most complex material presented by the instructor in this
course.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15. If course materials are difficult to understand, I change the way I read the material.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
16. Even when course materials are dull and uninteresting, I manage to keep working until I finish.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
17. I like the subject matter of this test.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
18. I’m confident I can do an excellent job on the assignments and tests in this course.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
19. Before I study new course material thoroughly, I often skim it to see how it is organized.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
20. I ask myself questions to make sure I understand the material I have been studying in this class.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
21. I expect to do well in this class.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
22. I try to change the way I study in order to fit the course requirements and instructor’s teaching
style.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
23. I often find that I have been reading for class but don’t know what it was all about.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
24. I try to think trough a topic and decide what I am supposed to learn from it rather than just reading
it over when studying.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
25. I’m certain I can master the skills being taught in this class.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
26. When studying for this course I try to determine which concepts I don’t understand well.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
27. When I study for this class, I set goals for myself in order to direct my activities in each study
period.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
28. Considering the difficulty of this course, the teacher, and my skills, I think I will do well in this
class.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
29. If I get confused taking notes in class, I make sure I sort it out afterwards.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
30. Understanding the subject matter of this test is very important to me.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Appendix E
Multidimensional-Multiattributional Causality Scale (MMCS)
This survey is looking at what you think about the result of your exam. Read the following
statements and rank them according to this 0-4 scale. Simply circle the number under each
statement.
“Strongly disagree” ...”Disagree”....”Neither agree nor disagree” ….”Agree”…..”Strongly Agree”

0

1

2

3

4

1. In my case, the good grades I receive are always the direct result of my efforts.
0
1
2
3
4
2.!!The!most!important!ingredient!in!getting!good!grades!is!my!academic!ability.!
0
1
2
3
4
3. Whenever I receive good grades, it is always because I have studied hard for that test.
0
1
2
3
4
4.!!I!feel!that!my!good!grades!reflect!directly!on!my!academic!ability.!
0
1
2
3
4
5. I can overcome all obstacles in the path of academic success if I work hard enough.
0
1
2
3
4
6. When!I!get!good!grades,!it!is!because!of!my!academic!competence.!
0
1
2
3
4
7. When I receive a poor grade, I usually feel that the main reason is that I haven’t studied
enough for that test.
0
1
2
3
4
8. If!I!were!to!receive!low!marks!it!would!cause!me!to!question!my!academic!ability.!
0
1
2
3
4
9. When I fail to do as well as expected on a test, it is often due to a lack of effort on my
part.
0
1
2
3
4
!
10.!!If!I!were!to!fail!a!test!it!would!probably!be!because!I!lacked!skill!in!that!area.!
0
1
2
3
4
11. Poor grades inform me that I haven’t worked hard enough.
0
1
2
3
4
12.!!If!I!were!to!get!poor!grades!I!would!assume!that!I!lacked!ability!to!succeed!on!those!
tests.!
0
1
2
3
4
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